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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
WepxespaY, January &, 1927

The House was called to order at 12 o'clock noon by Mr.
Tiisox, Speaker pro tempore.

The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D. D., offered
the following prayer:

Our Father in heaven, about Thy holy name cluster the most
sacred affections of earth. There are none so ignorant but that
they can be led by Thy spirit, and there are none so wounded
but that they can be healed by Thy touch. Impress us that
a defeated life means an undiscovered God. Establish for us
4 right-a-way that leads into the wisdom, peace, and blessed-
ness of an ageless life. Bless us with a pure heart that sees
God and that moves on in rare discernment among the forces
of this work-a-way world. Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and
approved.
FLOOD AT NASHVILLE, TENN,

Mr. BYRNS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to pro-
ceed for not exceeding three minutes.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Tennessee
asks unanimous consent to proceed for three minutes. Is there
objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. BYRNS. Mr. Speaker, it is but natural that each Mem-
ber of this House should be proud of his district and his eon-
stitueney, and it is, of course, proper that they should. Yet
in all the years of my service here I do not feel that I have
witnessed an occasion which so thoroughly justified the pride
which I have always felt for the splendid eitizenship I have the
honor to represent. .

The entire Cumberland Valley has recently been visited by
the worst flood of its history. My home city, Nashville, suffered
the most terrific damage of any section in the valley or 'in the
entire South. From six to ten thousand of her citizens are
homeless, Thousands have been thrown out of employment by
reason of the fact that many industrial plants are under water.
Damages amounting to several millions of dollars have been suf-
fered by the business interests of the city. Several days ago
1 wired to Hon. Hilary E. Howse, the mayor of Nashyille. I
am sorry that all of you do not know Hilary Howse. He is one
of the most charitable of men and one of the best mayors in the
TUnited States. I asked him if the situation in Nashville was
sufficiently urgent to require Federal aid. His telegram to me
is indicative of the man who is at the head of my city gov-
ernment, and of the character and the spirit of the citizens of
that city. It is as follows:

Hon, JoserH W. BYRNS,
Washiagton, D, O.:

Telegram recelved. Waters receding. No loss of life. No suffering.
City and county jointly taking care of the flood sufferers. Need mo
Federal aid, but thank you.

Hirary E. Howse, Mayor.

[Applause.] -

The good people of Nashville individually and through their
city and county governments promptly responded to every need
without even asking the aid of the Red Cross, and $50,000
was raised to care :E:}r those who are suffering from having
been driven from their homes or being suddenly thrown out
of employment. More will be forthcoming if needed, and I felt
it proper, as a matter of pardonable pride, to call the attention
of the country to this evidence of self-reliance and the chari-
table spirit of the citizens of my home eity. [Applause.]

PENSIONS

Mr, SWOOPE, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, by
direction of that committee, reported the bill H. R. 13450,
granting pensions and increase of pensions to the widows and
former widows of certain soldiers, sailors, and marines of the
Civil War, and for other purposes, which was referred, with
the accompanying papers, to the Committee of the Whole House
on the state of the Union and ordered printed.

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee reserved all points of order.

MESSAGE FEOM THE BENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr. Craven, one of its clerks,
announced that the Senate had passed with amendments the
bill of the House of the following title: “H. R. 15008, en-
titled ‘An act making appropriations for the Department of
Agriculture for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1928, and for
other purposes,’” in which the concurrence of the House is
requested.
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The message also announced that the Vice President had
appointed Mr. Currtis a member of the George Washington
Bicentennial Commission, vice Mr. Spencer, deceased.

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

Mr. CAMPBELL, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, re-
ports that this day they presented to the President of the
United States for his approval the following bill:

H.R.10929. An act granting the consent of Congress to the
Pittsburgh, Cincinnati, Chicago & St. Louis Railroad Co., its
successors and assigns, to construet a bridge across the Little
Calumet River in Thornton Township, Cook County, IIL

ENFORCEMENT OF PROHIBITION

Mr, CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I rise to a question of personal
privilege and ask that I may be permitted to proceed for five
or eight minutes,

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman will state his
matter of persomal privilege.

Mr. CELLER. I shall in & moment——

Mr. SNELL. I think that should be stated first, Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair has requested the
gentleman to state his matter of personal privilege.

Mr. CELLER. In my absence from the Chamber yesterday
I note, from the reading of the Recorp this morning, that
the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. UsperaiLr] character-
izes a statement made by me on Monday as “an absolufe and
unqualified falsehood.” I rise now to be permitted, as a ques-
tion of personal sprivilege, to deny that characterization of
my remarks which I made in the Chamber here. :

Mr. DOWELL. Mr. Speaker, I make the point of order that
the gentleman has not stated & matter of personal privilege
at all. It is a mere statement of a Member of the House upon
the floor in reply to the gentleman’s statement on the floor and
there is no question of personal privilege involved.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair does not recognize
in the gentleman’s statement a question of personal privilege.
The gentleman can ask to have the langnage stricken from the
‘REcorp, but it seems fto the Chair that if, when one gentleman
says another has told a falsehood, the other replies that he
has told another, there would be no end to the discussion of
questions of personal privilege. 1t seems to the Chair that the
gentleman has not stated a question of personal privilege.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, then I ask unanimous consent
that I may be permitted to address the House for five minutes
or eight minutes.

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr, Speaker, reserving the right to
object, it would be interesting te knmow whether the gentleman
himself refers to the remarks he actually made in the House
or to the remarks which subsequently appeared in the Recorn,

Mr. CELLER. I refer to the remarks I actually made in
the House.

Mr, CRAMTON, Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object,
the gentleman has just admitted that he made certain state-
ments on the floor and that those statements did not appear in
the Recorp, but they have been spread all over the United
States through the press. 1 think before we give the gentle-
man further privilege of the floor we should have some idea

as to whether he proposes further to do what he can to bring

this body into disrepute by making similar statements.

Mr. CELLER. Of course, I deny that this body has been
brought into disrepute, Mr. Speaker, and I think it is unfair
for the gentleman to so characterize what I stated, because I
yield to no man in my admiration for the House and its tra-
ditions,

Mr. CRAMTON. I have no desire to prevent the gentleman
making such defense of himself and of his remarks as he
thinks proper, with due consideration to this body, but with-
out some knowledge as to the nature of his discussion I should
be obliged to object at this time.

Mr. CELLER. I might say to the gentleman from Michi-
gan that I shall not say anything in my remarks, if the
gentleman will permit them to be spoken, that will be in any
sense derogatory of this membership or which would militate
against the lofty traditions of this House or its aims for the
future.

Mr. CRAMTON. I have a high regard for the gentleman.
I think his judgment and mine as to what is derogatory of
this body may greatly differ, still I have great confidence in
the gentleman and I think I will not object, but further
reserving the right to object I will make this observation.
The time has come when the membership of this House ought
not further to permit such scandalous attacks upon the mem-
bership to go unchallenged, and after the splendid defense
of this body from the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.,
UsperarLL] it seems a psychological moment to call a halt
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on that sort of tacties. But in view of the assurance of the
gentleman from New York as to the character of the remarks
he now proposes to make, I withdraw any objection.

Mr. BRAND of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right
to object, T want to ask the gentleman a question. Does
the gentleman propose to apologize for the remarks that Mr.
Uxsperuir, of Massachusetts, said he made, or to deny them?

Mr. CELLER. No; I will not apologize. I stand by my
guns.

Mr. BRAND of Georgia. The gentleman did not fully under-
stand my question.

Mr. CELLER. I shall not apologize. I offer no apology be-
cause no apology is necessary.

Mr. BRAND of Georgia. I asked if the gentleman wished
to apologize for the remarks which the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts said he made here on Monday.

Mr. CELLER. I do not.

Mr. BRAND of Georgia. Then do you propose fo deny
them?

Mr. CELLER. I ask for an opportunity to explain my
remarks and to give the membership an adequate idea of
what I intended and what I actually said, rather than the
somewhat garbled statement of what I did say, which issued
from the lips of the géntleman from Massachusetts,

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the
request of the gentleman from New York?

There was no objection.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of the House, the
New York Times, in the issue of January 4, carried the follow-
ing:

“T do not want to make it attractive,” Mr, CErLEr replied, “ but the
Government does not have to resort to Iynch law to enforce this act.
Members of this House and of the other Chamber drink, and drink to
excess, and those who drink this kind of alcohol are simply aping them,

“If it is possible for Members of Congress to drink, let us make it
dificult but not murderous to others less informed and less intelligent
than Members here.”

It is a faithful representation of what I alleged on Monday
last. The gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. UNDERHILL],
whose usefulness in this Congress is unquestioned, challenged
my assertions concerning the Members of the House, “that
that statement made yesterday is an absolute and unqualified
falsehood."” There is therefore called in question the veracity
or the falsity of my remarks. When I revised my remarks
for the Recorp I deleted the words “drink to excess "—words
which had been uttered in the heat of debate, particularly
after the question fired at me by the gentleman from Texas. I
made the change for the purpose of softening my language but
not its import. I stand by my guns.

In the first place the gentleman from Massachusetts lifted
my words from its context and gave them a new and different
setting. My avowed purpose was to show that the vietims of
poisoned alcohol are the poor and lowly and the ignorant,
When they drink they simply ape their betters, and those bhet-
ters include Members of Congress, only the latter with superior
knowledge know where to get the good stuff and the former
with less knowledge and less wherewithal get their liquor
from every source, including the poisoned.

I yield to no man in my admiration and respect for the Mem-
bers of this House, for its honored history, and its splendid
aspirations for the future. Its record is unmatchable in the
annals of ancient or-modern times. It far transcends the
honor and glory of all tribunals, including the Roman Senate,
the British Parliament, the German Reichstag, the Spanish
Cortez, and the French Chamber of Deputies.

But are we so thin-skinned as to resent eriticism? If I
remember rightly, when Jobn Sharp Williams left the Con-
gress he said he would rather bay at the moon than remain in
Congress, and Henry Clay said he flies from Coengress as one
would from a charnel house. Of course, their reflections did
not hurt the Congress they left, nor have they hurt us. The
Congress is not perfect. If is entitled to receive criticism. Its
Members are not infallible. They are endowed with all the
frailties to which human flesh is heir. It is patural that some
of them drink, That is a buman fanlt. Some of the best men
in our history were drinkers. Not so long ago we dedicated a
monument to Alexander Hamilton, who often became “ liquorish
at the table.” And Monday we passed a bili to erect a statue
to Albert Gallatin. a leader in the whisky rebellion.

AMr. CRAMTON, Will the gentleman yleld?

Mr. CELLER. Yes.

Mr. CRAMTON. The gentleman from New York goes & long
way back to justify his charge as to the present habits of
Members. The gentleman does not contend that that monu-
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ment is to be erected to Albert Gallatin because he was con-
nected with the whisky rebellion but in spite of it.

Mr. CELLER. You can not disassociate the fact from his
life, He, born in Switzerland, pulled himself up by the boot
straps to the position of Secretary of the Treasury; and you
can not rip out of his life the fact that he was a leader of the
whisky rebellion,

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time of the gentleman from
New York has expired.

Mr. OLDFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I think the gentleman is
wrong in regard to his asserfion about the whisky rebellion.
1 have read the life of Mr. Gallatin, and I do not find that.

Mr. CELLER. Mr, Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for
three minutes more. In revising my remarks I answer the

gentleman from Arkansas to see Jefferson and Hamilton, by
Bowers, page 70; Life of Gallatin, by Henry Adams, page 87
and the rollowmg, Americana, \olume 12, under Gallatin.

Mr. FRENCH. Will the gentleman need more than three
minutes?

Mr. CELLER. No.

Mr. TEMPLE., Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CELLER. No; I have only three minutes.

It is absurd to make us in this House lily white. That
‘were hypocrisy. Nothing will more sap and undermine our
democracy than hypocrisy and chicanery. The gentleman from
Massachusetts would give the impression that there is no
drinking in the Congress. The rank and file of men throughout
the land do not belieye this. Furthermore, they will not brook
the hmocrisy ot being privately wet and publicly dry. * Drink-
ing to excess” is a relative term and I should say the “dry"”
who drinks is excessively selfish. He would deny to others
that which he does not deny to himself. His wrong isall the
greater because he assumes a lofty attitude which is purely
Pecksniffian.

Mr. CRAMTON. Mr. Speaker, I want to suggest that if the
gentleman is frying to convey to the country the impression
that drinking by the drys prevails in this House the gentleman
is violating the agreement with me.

Mr, CELLER. That there is drinking in the Honse—

Mr. CRAMTON. There is not drinking in the House to any
appreciable extent and the gentleman has no right to give the
country an impression to the contrary. [Applause.]

Mr. BLACK of New York. Does not the gentleman think
the country would appreciate a few of the drys going off on
a good spree?

Mr. CELLER. It is the same kind of easy virtue and slip-
shod morality that permits and sanctions the maintenance of
speak-easies by the Government to entrap the people, that allows
a prohibition agent to make love to a girl in order to obtain
evidence against her for Volstead Aect violations, that permits
employment of undercover men and stool pigeons and agents—
provocation that harks back to nihilistic Russia; that permits
murder by poison being put into aleohol: that permits the
“man with the green hat,” who was found in the House Office
Building last March hayving on his person evidence of a viola-
tion of the prohibition act, and who to-day is unwhipped of
justice. Almost a year has elapsed, and I ask the drys to tell
me why he has not been prosecuted. His name is George L.
Cassidy, and there has been no indictment against the gentle-
man, if I am correctly informed.

Mr. CRAMTON. If the gentleman could have his way and
it was not possible for officers to purchase liquor from “the
man with the green hat,” of course it would be impossible to
prosecute him; but as a matter of fact a court has just decided
that the Liquor seized on his person is proper evidence in the
court and his case is coming back, and he has been indicted
and is now awaiting trial.

Mr, CELLER. Tell me why he has not been brought to
justice up to this late hour?

Mr. BUSBY. I am reliably informed that he was, on another
charge, immediately sent to jail for 90 days and that he served
that time.

Mr. CELLER, That has nothing to do with the fact that
up to this time he has not been brought to justice.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time of the gentleman
from New York has again expired.

NAVAL APPROPRIATION BILIL

Mr. FRENCH. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House resolve
itself into the Committee of the Whole House on the state of
the Union for the further consideration of the bill (H. R. 15641)
making appropriations for the Navy Department and the
paval service for the fiscal year ending June 80, 1928, and for
other purposes. Pending that motion I suggest that we agree
on time for general debate, 1 have reguests for about one
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hour more of time. How much time does the gentleman from
Kansas desire on his side of the Chamber?

Mr, AYRES. I think about an hour.

Mr. FRENCH. I have yielded considerably more time than
has the gentleman in charge of the time on the other side, and
unless he would divide up in the yielding of tiine to those on
my list, it wonld be necessary for me to ask for more time.

Mr. AYRES. I am perfectly willing to do that.

Mr. FRENCH. Disregarding the amount we have used rela-
tively ?

Mr. AYRES. Certainly.

Mr. FRENCH. Then, Mr, Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent that general debate upon the bill close in two hours, one-
half of that time to be controlled by myself and one-half by
the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. AYres].

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr, Speaker, reserving the right to object,
is debate being confined to the bill?

Mr. FRENCH. Not general debate.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Idaho
asks unanimous consent that general debate be limited to two
hours, one-half to be controlled by himself and one-half to be
controlled by the gentleman from Kansas. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

The SPEHAKER pro tempore. The question is on the motion
of the gentleman from Idaho that the House resolve itself
into the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the
Union for the further consideration of the bill H. R. 15641,
the Navy appropriation bill

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union for the further con-
sideration of the naval appropriation bill, with Mr. CHINDBLOM
in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill

Mr. FRENCH. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to
have read from the Clerk's desk a letter that will be illuminat-
ing upon some of the discussion on the floor of the House
yesterday, and what also appeared in the press yesterday.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Idaho asks unani-
mous consent that the Clerk may read a letter which has been
sent to the Clerk's desk. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read as follows:

Tae WHITE HoUSE,
Washington, January 5, 1927,
Hon. BurroN L. FRENCH,
House of Representatives, Washington, D. O,

My Drir Mgr. FrENcH: This is to assure you that when I send a
Budget to the Congress it represents my best judgment, and that I
feel It my duty to defend it and support it, which I do at all times
unless I send up a supplemental estimate. This is sent to you because
of certain reports which have come to me relative to further appro-
priations for the building of cruisers. The fact that I have expressed
to certain members of the House Naval Commitiee my wlllingness to
approve an authorization for more cruilsers, if the Congress wished to
provide for them in accordance with the recommendations in my general
message, has apparently resulted in the confused conclusion that I had
changed my attitude on my Budget message in relation to bullding more
than the five cruisers which we are now building during the present year.

Very truly yours,
CALvIN CooLIDGE.

Mr. FRENCH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 15 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. BRITTEN].

Mr, BRITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I am obliged to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Idaho [Mr. Frexcr] for yielding
to me at this particular moment, By that I mean to refer
to the letter which has just been read from the White House,
indicating to the chairman of the Subcommittee on Appropri-
ations handling this bill and to the House that the Presi-
dent has not changed his mind concerning the appropriation
for first-line cruisers during the present session of Congress.
The President in his annual Budget message to the Congress
said in substance—and, by the way, his language is quoted in
the very able report that has been presented to this House by
the committee—that because of a conference held last summer
and to be continued next year in Geneva, looking toward the
reduction and limitation of armaments, he considers it unwise
at this time to appropriate for more ships. Let me tell you
gentlemen something about that conference. I think it is a
farce and a joke. There will never be any agreement from
that kind of a conference—a conference composed of 19
nations, many of them without a rowboat, many without a
harbor, not voting their desires in fact to limit naval arma-
ments, but voting because of their political ties with one nation
or ancotlrer over there—and I go over there every year, my
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friends, as most of you know, and I try to learn something
on those trips. France is financing Czechoslovakia in a
military, a political, and a diplomatic sense. Does anyone
believe that Czechoslovakia would vote in any way which
would be displeasing to France? France is doing the same
thing for Poland, and does anyone believe that Poland would
vote against the wishes of France? Certainly not. What do
they care about the navies of the world. Not as much as the
snap of a finger. It is their respective armies and the sup-
port they can get back of those armies that they are inter-
ested in. Yet the representatives of those countries sitting on
that conference last summer bad an equal vote with our dis-
tinguished admirals, Hilary Jones and “Andy” Long, and
with the admirals representing Great Britain and Japan.

Is not that a ridiculous state of affairs? Does anyone believe
that it is possible in a thousand years to bring those nations
together on an agreement for a reduction or limitation of naval
armaments? Why, it is a farce. And yet we are asked to not
appropriate for cruisers at this session of Congress because of
that silly conference on the other side.

Our two distinguished representatives to that conference
came before the Committee on Naval Affairs two weeks ago
and said that at the present moment, after sitting all summer,
they had been unable to agree even upon the fundamentals of
drawing up a piece of paper under which they might proceed
to confer. Just as long as Czechoslovakia, Finland, Hungary,
Poland, and other small nations of the world, having no sea
power at all, engage in a conference for the reduction and
limitation of naval armaments there will be no agreement.
They are conferees for trading purposes only, and we will do
well to stay out of Europe, where we will surely be trimmed.
There never will be another scrapping agreement until the
rich United States has something to scrap. When the question
of scrapping is up to foreign countries there will be no agree-
ment, because they are not as idealistic as we are, I do not
blame them, after the blunder we made in 1922, They are
profiting by our experience, by our very costly experience, It
cost us hundreds of millions of dollars and the first place on the
high seas. What a Navy we would have had but for that fatal
conference! When Charles E. Hughes laid down a formula
for the reduction and limitation of armaments, as my friend
from Georgia [Mr. Vinsox] stated yesterday, he provided for
the scrapping of a lot of ships, not only first-line ships, but of
cruisers and submarines and all other kinds of ships of war.
What developed from the conference? Where we had 800,000
tons to scrap the foreign nations agreed instantly. Where they
had a preponderence of eruisers and submarines to scrap, they
bowed politely and disagreed, and they did no scrapping.

I say to the President of the United States, I want to follow
him always, whether that President be a Republican or a
Democrat; but when he is wrong I refusé to follow him;
and I think he is wrong in this instance. [Applause.] If the
suggestion that was made by the distinguished chairman of
the Subcommittee on Appropriations on the naval bill yester-
day is followed, that we do not appropriate until some agree-
ment has been made on the reduction and limitation of arma-
ments, my good friends, we will find ourselves in the sixth
place among the navies of the world before long; not the
gsecond or third, but fifth or sixth. When the gentleman says,
as he did on yesterday, that in five years from now our eruniser
status will be better than it is to-day, I must suggest to him
that it can not be better than it is to-day without appropria-
tions, and his bill fails to bring in an appropriation for the
three ships that were authorized in 1924 ; three cruisers that are
not in conflict with the President's financial policy; three
cruisers that are not in eonflict with the President's diplomatic
policy ; three cruisers that are not in conflict with the desire
and wishes and advice of the Director of the Budget. I say,
my good friends, that now is the time to appropriate for those
cruisers. The country wants them. The country is informed
concerning their need. We are the greatest treasure store-
house in the world, with billions upon billions of dollars in
wealth, in commerce, in industry, and in everything that is
desirable, and everything that foreign countries would like
to possess. Yet it is suggested here to-day that we should
ignore the insurance of that tremendous treasure. There is
probably not a man on the floor of this House at this minute
who would willingly or knowingly let our Navy as a whole go
into a second or third rate classification among the navies of
the world; yet that ig just exactly the status we occupy.

We have occupied it, my good friends, from the very day the
Washington treaty was signed as was very cleverly shown by
this chart which was presented here yesterday by the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Idaho [Mr. Frexcr], and I take
this opportunity to say that in his remarks throughout—and I
followed him very closely—he was entirely fair and very frank
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in making the best of the job he had on hand, and I do not
blame him for that. No one would say that the gentleman
is unfair to the House, because he is not. I have asked him
to let me use the chart that he used yesterday because the
House would have confidence in thoge figures as he presented
them. I am not going to disprove any of those figures that
he presented yesterday. I am going to prove them to you and
show how badly we really need cruisers to round out our Navy.

We can not go ahead on battleship construction now. The
Washington treaty proseribes that. But we ean build eruisers,
and we can do just exactly what Japan and England have done
since 1922, Some might say that we are reverting to competi-
tion in naval armament. Of course, it is competition. Every-
thing in life is competition, otherwise you and I would not be
here. We have competed to get here. We will do so again two
years from now. Life without competition and ambition would
not be worth living,

Japan and England, just about as soon as the ink on the
‘Washington treaty was dry, started to do what Europeans
and Old World diplomats always do—to evade the thing they
have just agreed to. Why, England and France can draw a
treaty to-day affecting Mesopotamia, the Dardanelles, or some
other location, and to-morrow morning each of them will be
seeking a way to evade that treaty. European diplomacy is
based almost entirely on deceit, Make the other fellow think
you are going to do something that you are not going to do.
That is the reason why there will never be a limitation of arma-
ments treaty in Europe. It can not be done because they do
not trust each other, and I do not blame them much.

Mr. BLANTON. Before the gentleman gets away from that
point will he permit me to ask him a guestion?

Mr. BRITTEN. Yes; although I have requested that I be
not interrupted.

Mr. BLANTON. Conceding what the gentleman says to be
true, this is what is in my mind, and I am following the gen-
tleman's proposition by necessity only: Did we sign that 5-5-3
pact here in Washington ?

Mr, BRITTEN. We did.

Mr. BLANTON. Suppose they are evading it or disregarding
it. Shall we keep our contract until the President, who only
has the power to set it aside, does set it aside?

Mr. BRITTEN. You would not leave your house open at
night, with the doors unlocked, when burglars are around?

Mr. BLANTON, Should we not keep our contract?

Mr. BRITTEN. Yes, and we are keeping our contract: we
are leaning backward in an attempt to keep even the spirit of
the Washington conference of 1922, and there is no intention on
our part to evade that contract; but bear in mind that Japan
has built 12 ships to our 2 since 1922 for no apparent reason.
It is not for the protection of trade routes that used to apply
years ago when there were pirates and buccaneers on the high
seas. We have a four-power treaty on the Pacific providing for
the maintenance of peace and arbitration there, a treaty signed
by Great Britain, France, Japan, and ourselves. That being so,
why should Japan build 12 cruisers to our 2 since the signing
of the Washington treaty? What is the necessity for this tre-
mendous military preparation? Why go around the spirit of
the treaty in order to do the very thing the treaty says they
should not do? Scout cruisers are second in actual conflict only
to the big battleship.

Mr. Chairman, the scout cruiser is a very important element
in the Navy. It is, so to speak, the cavalry of the Navy. Its
principal functions are scouting and traffic control. The scout
cruiser pushes forward, gains contact with the enemy, and
gends back messages as to their disposition. The scout eruiser
is able to do this better than any other unit. During the war
the Navy Department of the United States gave its attention to
building destroyers. That was on account of the fact that our
allies were very short of destroyers and were threatened with a
submarine menace, They had a sufficiency of scout cruisers.
‘We built these destroyers with that specific end in view, but did
not build scout cruisers, A destroyer can not {ake the place of
a scout cruiser. The scout cruiser is infinitely better on the
scouting line and for gathering infermation. A destroyer can
not keep the sea as long as a scout cruiser can. She has not
the cruising radius. She has to put back to shore to refuel.
When the time comes and you are pushing forward you find in
front of the enemy a screen of their vessels. It is then im-
portant to get back of the screen to see what their dispositions
are behird. The destroyer can not penetrate the screen because
she has not the gun power. If she runs into a flotilla of de-
stroyers she must go back. The scout cruiser can penetrate and
go through, because she has the gun power.

In their role for the protection of our own commerce and for
attack on the enemy's commerce vessels of high speed and
large cruising radius are necessary, The disturbance and loss
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to allied commeree in the early days of the World War through
the presence on the trade routes of a small number of German
light eruisers can be vividly recalled. Allied commerce on all
the seas was not safe until these German cruisers had been
hunted down and destroyed. Their destruction was accom-
plished by the light cruisers of the Allies.

Mr. BLANTON. Is there any man in our Government better
informed as to existing conditions in the Navy than the Presi-
dent of the United States?

Mr. BRITTEN. Yes.

Mr. BLANTON, Who?

Mr. BRITTEN. Fzep Brrrren and many other Members of
the House who have studied naval affairs for many years.
We all know more about the Navy than the President does,
and rightfully so. [Applause.]

1;[: BLANTON. Is not the President as loyal as anybody
else?

Mr. BRITTEN. Yes; he is sincerely loyal and learned. The
man who fails to keep his house insured against fire and theft
may be just as good a citizen as the man next door to him
who does carry that insurance, but he is not so sagacious a
citizen. I maintain we are jeopardizing the national defense
when we refuse to protect it, and a weak, unbalanced navy
is not the kind of protection the greatest nation on earth
should possess.

Mr. O'CONNELL of New York. And Japan has built these
ships outside the treaty?

Mr. BRITTEN. Yes; Japan has built these ships outside
the treaty because the treaty does not limit those ships; but
in spirit, I will say to my friend from Texas, all ships of war
should have been controlled under the 5-5-3 ratio,

The distingnished gentleman from Idaho [Mr. FrexcH] on
yesterday presented the figures that appear on this chart, and
he said they had been compiled by the Navy Department at
his suggestion. You will note that this chart contains a refer-
ence to cruisers and light cruisers, and that is a very im-
portant element in the argument I am trying to present to
the House.

On this chart there are shown some second-line cruisers,
11 of them, with a tonnage of 139,450. One hundred and thirty-
nine thousand tons of junk are what those cruisers are. They
are not cruisers at all and should never be classified as war-
ships. Some of them were built before the year 1900, and eight
of them were built more than 20 years ago. They are in com-
mission in a sort of haphazard way; some of them have half of
their boilers taken out; some have lost their smokestacks and
some are up the Yangtze-kiang in China. Those old hulks are
worth nothing and have not the slightest comparative value.

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman from Illinois
has expired,

Mr. AYRES. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentleman 10
minutes,

Mr. BRITTEN. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. MILLER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BRITTEN. Yes,

Mr. MILLER. There has not been one of those cruisers builg
gince 1905,

Mr. BRITTEN. That is true, They are old hulks that could
only be used to frighten natives in the Congo. Not one of them
is fit for use as a ship of war. The gentleman from Idaho very
plainly fold that to the House, though not in the same language
I am using. He said those ships were 20 and 25 years old, and
he made the best comparative argument he could with the
material at hand. Take that 139,000 tons out of there and what
have we left? We would be woefully behind in cruisers. Ah,
but the gentleman from Idaho says see these 40 cruisers of
Great Britain's. Many of them are very light in tonnage. It is
true they are light in tonnage, my friends, but Great Britain,
Japan, and the United States classify them as first-line cruisers.
Well, they might say they are small.

Let us see what sort of a punch they have—and when T use
the word “punch™ I mean let us see the kind of guns they
carry—and you will find we are vastly outelassed in guns even
by those small ships. Admiral Bloch before the committee
this morning said that one of our modern cruisers could defeat
all of the 11 without mussing a smokestack. .The Navy General
Board has presented a request signed by 11 of the highest rank-
ing admirals we havein the United States Navy that these eight
ships be built as quickly as possible; and I am talking to the
House now with a view to influencing those who may not be
as well posted as the gentleman from Idaho and other members
on the Committees on Naval Affairs and Appropriations. I am
attempting to post you so you may have the facts upon which
to vote this afternoon or to-morrow on an amendment that is
to be presented to this bill which will provide for an appro-
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priation for the three eruisers the President said were not in
conflict with his foreign or financial policies in 1924

Now, let me tell you, my friends, that in 1931—and that is
not far from now—jwe shall have 15 first-line cruisers, and only
15, while Great Britain will have 54 and Japan will have 25.
Our total eruiser tonnage in 1931 will be 125,000; Great
Britain’s will be® 832,000; Japan will have 156,000. Certainly
a bad showing for us.

The gentleman from Idaho on yesterday repeatedly told the
House that in cruisers and in submarines we were not up to
the 5-5-3 ratio. He was very frank with the House, Now,
the question is, With all the wealth that is in this country is it
possible that we are going to remain below the 5-5-3 ratio
when the country, your constituents and mine, demand pro-
tection and proper appropriations? 1 personally think the
House will appropriate for three cruisers, notwithstanding the
President’s very courteous letter to Chairman FrexcH this
morning advising contrary action.

Now, let us talk about the punch in these ships. The largest
gun carried on any of these first-line cruisers is an 8inch gun
which is the limit provided by the Washington treaty, and we
have 47 on our 15 ships. 4

Great Britain has 110 and Japan 056. With 7T34-inch guns,
almost as large as the 8-inch, Great Britain has 41 and we
have none. So Great Britain bas 151 guns to our 47, or more
than three times as many.

It is the punch that delivers the business in war time, not
cold steel in the hulk. It is the projectile that does the busi-
ness. Great Britain has three times as many 714 and 8 inch
guns as we have, and Japan has about 10 per cent more.

In the 6-inch guns we have 120, Great Britain has 177, and

Japan none, so that in total gun power we have 167, Great
Britain 328, and Japan 138, What a deplorable showing,
According to the spirit of the treaty, at least, we should have
nearly twice as many as Japan.
" Let us see about antiaircraft protection. Of the 4.7-inch
guns, Japan has 8. Of the 4-inch guns, we have 20 and Great
Pritain has 97; 3-inch guns, we have 40, Great Britain 51, and
Japan 48, Thus in antiaircraft batteries our cruisers carry
60 guns to Great Britain's 148 and Japan's 56—another shame-
ful showing for the world’'s greatest nation.

I maintain, gentlemen, in all sincerity, that your constit-
uents and mine do not know that this condition prevails. I
can not conceive how a constitmency would be for placing the
American Navy behind the Japanese Navy. As a matter of
sheer- pride, it should nof be done. And let me suggest, gen-
tleman, that T am not shaking sabers or talking jingo. There
is not a speck on our political horizon that indicates a war
or any discontent among our neighbors and friends abroad.
But friends of to-day are enemies of to-morrow. President
Coolidge has said that war “ was accidental.” Most of these
nations owe us thousands of millions of dollars, and you
and I know that when a man owes us money he does not feel
very kindly about it. It is up to us to protect our storehouse
of wealth and, my good friends, this is the only way it can
be done. It is the man behind the punch who goes by unmo-
lested in your neighborhood and mine, and it is the nation
with the biggest guns that has the best life-insurance policy.

I have told you about what Great Britain and Japan have
done in the building of first-line cruisers since the treaty. Let
me suggest to you that we have built and laid down 29 ships
of war of the various kinds since 1922,

Mr. LAZARO. Will the gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. BRITTEN. I will in just 2 moment,

We have built and laid down 29, Great Britain 37, Japan
101, There is no jingoism about these figures. They come
from the Navy Department. The question is, Are we going
to sit idly by in the apparent interest of economy and throw
our national defense to the winds? Of course, we are not,
Other Presidents and other administrations have tried to lead
Congress in matters of national defense, but after all, my good
friends, we, too, have a constitntional responsibility that calls
upon the Congress to provide for the national defense ade-
quately, and that is what this House is expected to do to-day.

Opponents of our amendment will say, “ Well, we have our
first-line ships, our great battleships, and dreadnoughts"——

Mr, LAZARO. Will the gentleman yield for a question now?

Mr. BRITTEN. Yes.

Mr. LAZARO. Is it not true that England, on account of
her navy, has never been invaded?

Mr. BRITTEN. It is true that England, on account of her
navy, has never been invaded; quite so; and if we in Congress
do our duty we will never be invaded either. Ship for ship
and man for man we ought to be equal to anything in the
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world. We are with proper appropriations.
appropriations we are not.

It will be suggested that we have superior first-line battle-
_ships. We bave 18 first-line ships. Great Britain has 20.

Do you realize that in 13 of our 18 ships our guns are out-
ranged by every single one of Great Britain's 20 ships? Think
of it! In 13 of our 18 ships every single first-line ship of
Great Britain has guns that outrange ours.

Then the suggestion comes, what about speed? Maybe, even
with that disadvantage, we might be able to run away and
fight some other day. We can not do that, because in speed,
17 of Great Britain’s 20 battleships have greater speed than
every one of our 18. So if our short range ecan not hit them
and our speed can not catch them, just where would our chances
of success lie in an engagement?

I suggest to you, my good friends, that the question of voting
on the amendment which will be presented to-morrow probably
by the distinguished leader on the Republican side of the
House is of tremendous importance. It is an indication to the
world that we intend to properly maintain our national defense,
[Applause.]

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Illinois
has again expired.

Mr. AYRES. Mr. Chairman, ‘I yield the gentleman five
minutes more.

Mr. BRITTEN. I hope I have made my point clear, I
thank the gentleman very much for his kind offer, but I will
not usurp further time of the House.

Mr. AYRES. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman from
Alabama [Mr. OrLiver] 20 minutes. [Applause.]

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of
the committee, I think the House is to be congratulated on ‘he
fine spirit that has characterized thus far the discussion of
this important bill, and I beg to express the hope it may eon-
tinue. Without intending to depreciate the value of otler
excellent speeches, I wish to call special attention to two

es made on yesterday, full of accurate and informing
facts relative to the Navy in 1922, and brought down to data,
I refer to the speeches made by the gentleman from Idaho
[Mr. Frexcu] and the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Vinsox].
[Applause.] A careful reading of these two speeches will well
qualify any Member to vote intelligently on the disputed items
that later will come up for consideration under the pending
bill.

A careful reading of the speeches, to which I refer, will dis-
close that there i8 no conflict in the two statements. Boti:
gentlemen secured their data from the Navy Department, and
that data is accurate, so far as the Navy Departnent is
informed.

There is but one omission from the statements made which
I regard as important and which no doubt was omitted be-
cause it was thought to be generally known; it is a further
concession that our Government made in the signing of the
treaty, and one which has far-reaching military value, and
that is the agreement not to fortify any bases west of Hawaii.
Remember that ships of war, however fine, however splendidly
manned, need, when cruising far away from home waters, near-
by bases, and without them the effective military value of ships
is limited and greatly circumseribed. So when you add that
to the concessions already called attention to, I think we are
well within the bounds of actual faets in saying that this
country agreed to surrender in naval strength far more than
any other signers of that treaty. [Applause.]

At least we thereby served notice on the world that we
sought no military or naval strength that could ever be looked
on as a threat against the peace of any nation. Actions always
speak louder than words, and when by the terms of the treaty
we voluntarily agreed to scrap modern capital ships of cruiser
and battleship types greater in power, in speed, in military
efficiency than had ever been designed by any navy in the
world, I think we certainly carried to all the conviction of
our sincerity for peace and likewise our desire to lead the
world in lifting the heavy financial burdens imposed by the
old spirit of rivalry and competitive building, [Applanse.]

Whatever may have been the mistakes made in the signing
of the 1922 treaty, we are still bound by its terms and have
violated neither the letter nor the spirit of that treaty. There
are justifying grounds for saying that some of the nations,
whether aware of it or not, have perhaps violated the spirit of
the treaty at least by some of the ambitious building programs
they have promulgated since 1922,

However, we have asked the President to call another con-
ference with a view of again urging on the nations of the
world a further limitation of armament and once more to
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a limitation, not alone upon capital ships, but likewise on all
types of ships under 10,000 tonnage.

My friends, if such a conference is called—and the President
has given assurance that there will be one, and that in the

near future—then if it is to be effective, there must be present’

at such time a spirit of confidence, of cooperation; and I
submit we may well wait until after such conference shall be
Lkeld and the results known before we begin any ambitious
pregram looking to large additions to our Navy's matériel
within the limits permitted by the treaty.

The gentleman from ‘Pennsylvania has rendered a distinet
service to the Nation, and perhaps to the world, in rightly
serving notice that we, desiring no Navy that will threaten
the peace of any nation, are still willing to enter into an
agreement with the nations of the world to limit military and
naval strength, yet reminding all that we have been patient
and persistent in our insistence for further limitations of
armament, and should anofher conference be called and we
find the nations unwilling to accede to what we believe to be
just and fair limitations, then the building programs of other
unations will not be longer overlooked, and careful study will
be made and appropriate action taken to maintain our ratio
strength to the fullest within the limits of the treaty. [Ap-
plause.] .

Muy I now say to my friends on the legislative committee
thut I do not think that the best naval expert opinion of
America will ever give approval to the suggestion that the
urgent, pressing needs of our Navy can best be met by merely
adding to the cruiser strength in vessels of 10,000 tonnage and
under. I fear that this insistence for additiomal cruisers is
being overemphasized, and that the country may fail to grasp
that there are other types that are needed, and which, within
the limits of the treaty, ean be added and increase the efficiency
of the fleet far more than mere cruiser additions would.

Mr. MONTAGUE. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. I will

Mr. MONTAGUE. What evidence has the gentleman that the
President will invite in the near future a conference for the
limitation of armament?

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. Our subcommittee had reliable in-
formation that the President contemplated that during the
preseni year a conference would be ealled.

Now, so far as the three cruisers that have been referred to
are concerned, the building of which has been emphasized by
some as of supreme importance at this time, I am frank to say
to you that if it had not been for the attitude of the President
the subcommittee would have brought in an initial appropria-
tion for the building of the three cruisers. Here is the way we
viewed the situation: Congress has intrusted the President with
the power of calling together the nations to consider a further
limitation of armaments, He has given us to understand that
it is his purpose to do so some time in 1927, and when we fur-
ther remember that along with the request of Congress for the
President to bring the nations together, we have vested him
with full and complete power, when such a conference shall be
called, to withhold further expenditures under any appropriations
you may now make to begin construction, we have felt that our
individual judgment should yield to the request of the President
in this matter.

If to-day you should vote an initial appropriation for these
three eruisers, you will not thereby have taken from the Presi-
dent the power previously given him of withholding the expendi-
ture of that money; and likewise stopping the construction of
other ships you may now have in course of building—pending
the deliberations of the limitation conference. That is why I
say that so long as that power is unrevoked, in view of the
assurance of the President that he does not need nor desire an
appropriation for the cruisers at this time, we might be doing
a mere useless, if not an ungracious thing, in granting the
appropriations. We can not doubt the assurance given that a
conference will be called. The gentleman from Virginia [Mr.
MonTacue] asked me whether or not the President has given
that assurance. I say to him, yes—not because I have talked
with the President, but simply because it has been publicly
stated and no one here or elsewhere has taken oceasion to
deny its correctness.

Mr. BRITTEN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. Yes.

Mr. BRITTEN. When the gentleman refers to the presi-
dential assurance concerning a future conference, has he not
in mind the conference for the reduction and limitation of
armaments that will be again taken up in Geneva in April or
MH{ og" the present year, and to which our representatives
will go
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Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. No; and I call to your mind thal
the President has been requested by resolution of the Congress
to call such a conference of the nations himself,

Mr. BRITTEN. That iz true, but that is old stuff.

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. The President has said, as I am
informed, that a limitation conference will be held. Whether
he has in mind the one to which the gentlerman refers or the
one which he is authorized, and has been requested by Con-
gress, to call is a matter the gentleman will have to consult
the President about.

Mr. MONTAGUE. If the gentleman has in mind the con-
ference to which the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. BrrrTeEN]
has referred, would our representatives go otherwise than as
official observers? :

Mr, OLIVER of Alabama. I think not.

Mr. MONTAGUE. Would they go as participants?

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. Not to the old conference, I sur-
mise,

Mr. MONTAGUE. And I am speaking of the Geneva con-
ference.

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. I would say this in reply to the
gentleman: The power has been vested in the President to
determine what course, in his judgment, promises the best
results, and I assume, in the exercise of that discretion, that
he will determine, after mature deliberation, what kind of a
conference gives promise of the best results. It matters not
what conference he elects to leave the matter to, if he fails to
get results, I think you will find the attitude of the House
favorable to a building program, within the limits of the
treaty, that will leave no doubt as to the maintenance of our
treaty ratio.

Mr. BRITTEN. Mr. Chairman, will the

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. Yes.

Mr. BRITTEN. Suppose the conference, such as the one
that has been held in Geneva last year and this year and next
year, drags on for a number of years, would the gentleman, in
his wisdom, advise that we do nothing further toward appro-
priating for cruisers and airplanes?

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. I am not interested in basing an
answer on an assumption that I do not think will ever happen,
and certainly it would not be informing to the gentleman if I
should.

Mr. BRITTEN. Has the gentleman any confidence in that
sort of a conference?

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. I can not yield further on that.

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, OLIVER of Alabama. Certainly. .

Mr. BUTLER. I think my friend will agree with nie that I
wrote into that act of 1924 the conditions that the President
could do this. A

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. Yes.

Mr. BUTLER. Does my friend know that the President
has =aid that he does not want this in the next bill? I speak
the truth there and there are witnesses to it. In the bill that
has been reported for additional cruisers, that provision is
found. I hope it will stay in, although I think the President
would have the power to withhold construection.

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. I think he would under the old
authority; but if the President has indicated to the distin-
guished chairman of the Naval Affairs Committee that in &
bill simply authorizing construction, without stipulations in
the bill as to when construction shall commence, he wounld not
desire the insertion of the discretionary power heretofore
granted, it would seem that the President is in agreement with
what I indicate would be the attitude of the House if, after
further conference there are no results, that then the Presi-
dent would not ask the House to further withhold appropria-
tions. I say that in fairness to the President,

Mr. LINTHICUM. Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. Yes.

Mr. LINTHICUM. Do I understand the gentleman to say
that even though we appropriate for these additional cruisers,
the President would have the power to hold up expenditure
of the money and that the cruisers would not be constructed
if he so desired,

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. As soon as a conference is called,
elther by the President or some one else, to which he sends
representatives, whether as official or as unofficial observers
merely, then under the langnage we have carried in many
bills, and also in the resolution requesting him to ecall a con-
ference, he would be authorized to withhold further expendi-
ture of any appropriations we may now make, and the power
is broad enough to authorize the President to stop the con-
struction of any vessel, or vessels, now in course of construc-
tion. There is no question about that.

gentleman y_ield?
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Now, T think the gentleman from Georgla will recognize that
it is a mistake to lead the country and Members of Congress,
who are busy, very busy, with committees on other important
matters, and who have not the time to inform themselves on
Navy details that the gentlemen and others do, to conclude that
you are best proyviding for the urgent needs of the Navy by
overemphasizing the importance of a large authorized building
program of cruisers alone. Surely if we should now authorize
some airplane carriers, which may have a tonnage under the
terms of the treaty far greater than 10,000 tons, and which I
venture to say modern naval thought leads us to conclude are
more effective, and if in addition to that we should build one
dirigible of large size, such as the gentleman from Georgia and
the gentleman from Pennsylvania have stated to the House
for scouting purposes exceeds in value that of five cruisers,
and then take up a program of building, as you say Japan has
done since 1922, the best types of submarines, my friends, in
the judgment of naval experts, you will have done that which,
within the limits of the treaty, will bring the fleet to its highest
possible efficiency. [Applause,]

I wish to add we must not overlook our merchant marine.

Mr. BUTLER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. I will

Mr. BUTLER. I have had an opportunity of talking with
my friend, and we do talk quite a good deal.

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. And are ususally in agreement.

Mr. BUTLER. Not far apart; but let me say to my friend,
does he think that the 10-cruiser program originated with me?

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. I do not.

Mr. BUTLER. Would my friend believe me if I said I
never dreamed of it? -

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. I should believe any statement
the gentleman may make.

Mr., BUTLER. I thank the gentleman. Does my friend
think that the program originated with the House Naval Affairs
Committee?

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. I am not informed.

Mr. BUTLER. I have never heard of it

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama, The papers seem to attribute
authorship to your committee.

Mr. BUTLER. Oh, I understand the papers, and they usu-
ally are wrong.

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. I will

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. I judge from the remarks of
the gentleman, to round out the Navy he would advocate the
utilization of the amount of tonnage we are entitled under the
treaty as airplane carriers?

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. I think it is important to give
- econsideration to it, and I have never understood just why the
committee did not give to the House the right to determine
whether they would like to build additional airplane carriers.
You have given no authorization, although I have frequently
called it to your attention and that of other members of your
committee.

Mr, VINSON of Georgia. The gentleman from Idaho in his
opening statement yesterday congratulated the legislative com-
mittee upen its not having brought in legislation along that line.
The question is, What would be the need of Congress to provide
for another earrier when the gentleman's subcommittee refuses
to provide the money for airplanes to put on the two carriers
already provided? 1

Mr, OLIVER of Alabama. Perhaps there might arise some
difference between the gentleman and myself on the matter
referred to, but surely that has not been the reason why the
authorization has not been given., I have always favored air-
craft development, and I am somewhat surprised to find the
gentleman from Georgia laying such great stress on building
three light cruisers, to cost about $45,000,000, when he told this
Congress in the closing days of the last session that one lighter-
than-air machine serving as the eyes of the fleet was worth
more than five cruisers; that such a machine, costing less than
£5,000,000, could scout an ocean surface of 85,000 miles’ radins
far more effectively than could the five cruisers.

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. In one minute. In view of the
study our committee has given to heavier-than-air machines,
and after consultation with those best authorized to speak on
that subject, it is our opinion that this type of machine is really
gtill in its infancy, and that no six months can foretell what the
next six months will bring forth, and certainly those charged
with the responsibility of recommending to Congress the spend-
ing of public funds for aircraft must proceed cautiously, seek-
ing always the best and most modern types, and when our com-
mittee is authorized to recommend to Congress money for a
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five-year building program for aircraft, we may find it nnwise
to recommend spending in one year all that is authorized,

Give our committee credit, at least, for thinking that tem-
porarily deferring some authorized expenditnres for aircraft
is prompted by a well-sustained belief that later we will secure
airplanes far more efficient and up to date than if we now
loaded up with many that may be almost obsolete six months
from now. [Applanse.]

Mr, VINSON of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
yield there?

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. Yes.

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. The gentleman speaks of the
necessity for the uses that the lighter-than-air eraft can be put
to. The trouble with the gentleman from Idaho and my
distingunished friend from Kansas [Mr. Ayres] and my friend
from Alabama is that they will not even give Congress fhe
opportunity to vote either for the cruisers or the lighter-than-
air craft,

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. The gentleman from Georgia is
usually absolutely fair, and it is only in a moment of thought-
lessness that he would ask a question that does injustice to
any Member, whether friend or foe; and when the gentleman
included me in his inquiry he had absolute information that I
was in favor of an appropriation for one lighter-than-air ma-
chine, and I think when the facts are made known to the
House it may give approval. I have no criticism, however,
for the members of the subcommittee who disagreed with me,
because each of us has his convictions, and when those convic-
tions are frankly and intelligently stated to the House, as will
later be attempted, then this, House will have the opportunity
of deciding whether it desires to approve the majority or the
minority views on this subject.

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman
yield again?

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. Yes,

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. I was not quite accurate and did
not intend to be when I included the gentleman. The gentle-
man is now telling the chairman of the legislative committee
that to balance the fleet we should utilize the tonnage we have
of airplane carriers, but the gentleman knows that he himself,
on the subcommittee, refused to put enough money in the bill
to buy the 76 that will be needed to complete the complement
of the two carriers already authorized.

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. If the gentleman from Georgia
on to-morrow will read the answer I have previously made to
substantially the same guestion which he propounded a few mo-
ments ago, he will understand why I insist the question has
been answered, and that his present question is now irrelevant
and immaterial. I respectfully refer my esteemed friend to
the answer previously made.

Mr. VINSON of Georgia, Is it irrelevant when the com-
mittee tries to follow the views of Congress in the program
as laid down?

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. Again I respectfully refer the
gentleman to the answer previously made, which I think he
will find responsive and complete. \

Mr. LINTHICUM. The chairman of the legislative commit-
tee [Mr. Butrer] says he was not the originator of the 10-
cruiser program. Can the gentleman from Alabama fell us
who was?

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. I am sure the chairman of the
legislative committee, if given timne, will make known that in-
formation if he desires to do so.

Mr. BUTLER. My friend and I can sit down and talk fo-
gether. I know what I am talking about. I am not going to
be made any stuffed man to be knocked down with a pole,
either. [Launghter.]

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. May I say this, that no matier
what may be the small differences that may arise between
members of the legislative committee and members of the
Committee on Appropriations, there is seldom any substantial
disagreement between us. We come together frequently in con-
ference. The gentlemen came to us, and we had a pleasant
conference with them just before this bill was reported out.
As usual, we were not very far apart.

Mr. LINTHICUM. After the gentleman from Alabama and
the chairman of the legislative committee have talked it over
between themselves, will the gentleman from Alabama tell us?

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. I will yield that honor to the
chairman. [Applause.]

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Alabama
has expired. 2
Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. Aay I have five minuteg more?
Mr. AYRES. 1 yield to the gentleman five minutes more.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Alabama is recog-
nized for five minutes more.
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Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. While listening to those who
urge the actual deficiencies in our national defense as the
reason for the building of additional cruisers, I wish to eaution
the Members of the House not to overlook a matter of vastly
greater fundamental importance than the mere building of
cruisers. The strength of the world's greatest navy is no
greater than its supply of ammunition, Explosives of every
kind require nitrates, and yet we seem willing to depend upon
Chile—we are willing to risk the passage of the Panama Canal
and a 4,000-mile ocean voyage, all because we can not agree
upon & policy that wounld insure us an immediately available
supply of nitrates, whatever the emergency.

It may be claimed, perhaps, that the route by way of the
Panama Canal is not likely to be threatened and that those who
suggest such a thing are merely setting up a straw man to
knock down. To those who are inclined to these views I
would offer some faets in connection with Nicaragua. The
press during the past week has carried reports that the present
Government of Nicaragua may be supplanted by one un-
friendly to the United States, and some reports go so far
as to suggest thal such new government might be under the
domination of Bolshevist influence. If sach should occur, it
would probably mean the destruction of the Bryan-Chamorro
treaty of 1916, which recites that its purpose is to provide for
a possible interoceanie canal through Nicaraguan territory and
states that the Government of Nicaragua wishes “to facili-
tate in every way possible the successful maintenance and
operation of the Panama Canal.,” The treaty grants to the
United States in perpetuity, free from all taxation, the ex-
clusive right to construet, operate,sand maintain a canal through
Nicarauguan territory. There is also another provision of the
treaty of even greater importance. Notice section 2, which
provides that *“to enable the Government of the United States
to protect the Canal Zone"” and the “proprietary rights in
the Nicaraguan Canal,” and also to *“enable the United
States to take any measures necessary to the ends confem-
plated herein,” Nicaragua leases for 99 years the Great
Corn and the Little Corn Islands, and also grants for 99 years
the right to establish and maintain a naval base on Fonesca
Bay. The United States is also given by the treaty the option
of renewing such lease and grant.

The strategic position of these islands and the bay empha-
sizes in no uncertain way how the destruction of this treaty
would cripple the United States in its effort to protect the
Canal Zone. If a government unfriendly to the United States
should be set up in Nicaragua, I wish to remind the legislative
committee now that it may be called on for an authorization
to provide for strengthening and fortifying the naval base on
Fonesca Bay and perhaps other expenditures on the islands
of the Great and Little Corn, all of which we own and have
the right to possess in perpetuity, and which are of great mili-
tary value in the protection of the Panama Canal.

As showing the further necessity for early action so as to
provide a policy for the early operation of the nitrate plant
at Muscle Shoals, there is increasing evidence that Chile will
soowy be an ineffective source of nitrates. Germany, with her
nitrate plants built by the Government for war purposes, has
turned these plants to fertilizer production, and they are now
being operated so effectively that Chilean mnitrate has already
been driven out of many markets, If we persist in ignoring
our own opportunity, it will be Germany rather than Chile
to whom we will have to turn for our nitrates. We can per-
haps afford to defer for a short while our provision for addi-
tional cruisers in the Navy, but T submit that in the home pro-
duction of nitrates for fertilizers and explosives there should be
no further delay. No conference can limit those peace-time in-
dustries which, like the manufacture of nitrates for fertilizers,
can be quickly converted to military needs. Other nations are
making themselves independent in this indispensable product—
we have had years of talking, and I submit that the time has
come to act and by our action assure the Nation that the House
of Representatives has done what they can to provide cheaper
fertilizers for our farmers, to help them to reduce their cost of
production, and fo enable them fo make a profit when prices
are low as well as when they are high. In doing this we will
lend essential and effective aid to real military preparedness,
[Applause.]

The guestion of a supply of home-produced nitrates leads us
directly to a consideration of the respective rights of the Fed-
eral Government and the State of Alabama at Muscle Shoals,
A long series of court decisions establishes the fact beyond pos-
sible doubt that the rights of the Federal Government to im-
prove a stream for navigation purposes are absolute and para-
mount. No State or individual can attach conditions limiting

' the Government's right to carry on such operations as it sees
fit for the bona fide purpose of improving navigation,
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This right extends to other proper governmental functions,
such as providing for the national defense in time of war, and
no one can successfully contest the right of the United States
to develop power for the manufacture of nitrates to serve such
a purpose on navigable streams, particularly if the developed
power is merely incident to the improvement of navigation on
such streams,

It should be remembered, however, that this unique authority
of the Federal Government is the authority of a sovereign. As
a proprietor the United States enjoys the rights of other
proprietors, and except for tax exemption has no special rights
or privileges. Thus in the matter of power development the
Federal Government should recognize the fact that, subject to
the paramount control of the Federal Government to improve
and protect the navigation, the control of water powers upon all
streams navigable or nonnavigable is vested in those States
within which the powers are located. .

The Federal Government, for example, took gravel from the
bed of the Tennessee River with which to build the Wilson
Dam. The bed of the river being the property of the State of
Alabama, the gravel also was State property, but no compensa-
tion was exacted or expected for the Government was mani-
festly within its rights in utilizing this gravel for the purpose
of improving the navigation,

Having completed construction of the enterprise, and grant-
ing, for the sake of argument, that the Government may lease
its own properties as a proprietor, it must be remembered
that ownership of a dam in Alabama no more confers upon
the Federal Government the right to name the price of water-
power in Alabama than it confers that privilege upon the
Alabama Power Co., which also owns dams in Alabama. The
right to regulate the price of power, service to be rendered,
and the security issues of those dealing in electrical power in
Alabama, belongs to the State of Alabama, and in leasing its
properties the United States is bound to recognize that fact.

For example, the Associated Power Companies have offered
to pay $1,200,000 to the United States for power made con-
tinnous by means of the regulated flow of the Tennessee
River, when the river has been regulated by a storage dam,
whether the United States itself builds the storage dam eor
not. Such a payment becomes a charge upon the power to be
paid, not by the power companies, but by their customers; and
the legality and fairness of such a payment must be approved
by the Alabama Public Service Commission before it can Dbe
legally charged against the people of Alabama.

I have received a recent letter from Chester H. Gray, Wash-
ington representative of the American Farm Bureau Federa-
tion, protesting against the nnnecessary charges of 7% per cent
for depreciation and 6 per cent for interest on the cost of a new
nitrate plant, as proposed by the Associated Power Companies
in their offer, These charges, Mr. Gray declares, are unneces-
sary because we have an efficient, well-built nitrate plant there
now, This is indeed the case, and with a few changes and addi-
tions it could be converted into a plant eapable of producing
concentrated fertilizers very economically by the use of the
Muscle Shoals power, as was shown a year ago by President
Coolidge's Muscle Shoals Inguiry Commission.

Mr. Gray did not mention the fact, however, that under the
proposal of the power companies there would also be assessed
against fertilizer power a charge of $1,200,000 per year on all
power made continuous at the Wilson Dam by reason of head-
water improvements, whether these headwater improvements
were made by the United States or by some one else.

The power companies have no legal nor moral right to
charge the farmers with such a payment in the cost of the
power that is to be used in producing their fertilizers, and they
have no right to assess such a charge, amounting in 50 years to
£60,000,000, against the power users of Alabama in general.

In all the 770 applications for power dams that have been
made to the Federal Power Commission I do not know of a
single case where the assessment of such a headwater improve-
ment charge has been attempted. Shall the consumers in Ala-
bama and Tennessee be selected as subjects for diserimination,
or shall it be the farmers who are to be so discriminated against
in their efforts to secure cheaper fertilizer? I see no reason why
either our pecple or the farmers should consent to such a charge.

It is true that the United States might organize a public-
utility corporation in order to generate and distribute electrie
power in Alabama; but when the United States engages in a
commercial enterprise, such an activity is no longer that of a
sovereign but of a subject; and the rights of the United States
as a public utility .in the Stute of Alabama in so far as they
affect its right to sell power to the public are those of auy
other public utility and no more. It is subject to the laws

of the State of Alabama just as every other utility is subject
to State laws, for it is superior to State laws only when,
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as a sovereign, it is improving navigation or performing other
sovereign duties. In .its operations as a public utility, where
neither of these exceptions is involved, it has no rights superior
to those of a State, and can not supersede the reserved sover-
eign rights of the State.

The rights’ of the State of Alabama at Muscle Shoals are
guite independent of the fact that, below the high-water mark,
the bed of the stream on which the dam rests is the property
of the State. Its rights would be equally valid if the United
States had purchased the entire dam site from both banks to
the middle thread of the stream, as would have been the case
in certain other States, for it is the right of the State of Ala-
bama as a sovereign rather than as a proprietor to regulate
the water powers within the State.

The Federal water power act attempts to confer upon the
United States rights which it does not possess. This imme-
diately would become apparent if the cases of New York and
New Jercey against the United States in the Supreme Court
had not been withdrawn. The Federal Power Commission
agreed not to contest the States’ rights, and so the cases were
dropped ; bat it would be a real public service if the legality

“of the provisions of the Federal water power act could be
tested in the Supreme Court. The Federal Power Commission
concedes the right of the State of New York to control its own
water powers. The sovereign rights of the State of Alabama
are exactly those of the State of New York with respect to its
water powers, and the clauses of the Federal water power act
attempting to provide for *recapture’ of properties that the
Government never owned, forgthe prevention of excess profits,
and for payments to be made for benefits from headwater
improvements, together with other similar features of this act,
are fundamentally unsound and, in the opinion of many, un-
enforceable. No one knows this better than the power com-
punies themselves, and it is they who seek to avoid having this
issue settled in the Supreme Court of the United States,

The recent suggestion of Governor Graves, of Alabama, that
the legislature raise a committee charged with ascertaining
and reporting back what the State's rights are in the premises,
together with such recommendations for the steps which it
regards necessary to protect the rights of the State of Ala-
bama, is not an ill-timed suggestion and may lead to a clearer
understanding on the part of the public as to the respective
rights of the State of Alabama and the Federal Government in
the administration of water powers within the State, The
report would be of interest to many other States where like
questions are found.

The whole foundation of the Federal water power act rests
upon the unquestioned right of the Federal Government to pro-
mote navigation. This right has been stated by the Supreme
Court to mean the prevention of any unreasonable interference
with navigation. Yet on our ¢own Coosa and Tallapoosa river
system the Federal Power Commission has granted to the Ala-
bama Power Co. applications and licenses for a number of dams
at least two of which have been completed without locks,
so that while many miles of these rivers have been converted
into slack-water lakes on which navigation conditions are ideal,
still there can be no navigation of consequence on the rivers,
for the dams themselves form permanent obstructions to navi-
gation,

These locks have been omitted under the condition that when
the navigation justifies their construction they will be built, but
the condition is absurd, for the navigation having been blocked
by permanent concrete dams at intervals, there can be no navi-
gation of consequence and the locks need never be built. Thus
under the guise and authority of promoting navigation the
Federal Power Commission is authorizing the Power Trust to
ruin our streams as a cheap and effective means of transpor-
tation.

There is another feature of the Muscle Shoals situation I
desire to bring to the attention of the House. The claim has
been made that the power from the Wilson Dam could be
marketed readily for general utility purposes. Recently there
visited Muscle Shoals two commissioners of agriculture from
New England—Hon. Andrew L. Felker, of New Hampshire, and
Hon. Edward H. Jones, of Vermont, These gentlemen wrote an
open letter to Mr. Richard H. Edmonds, editor of the Manufac-
turers Record at that time, giving their views to the effect that
since Muscle Shoals was an improvement made by the taxation
of all the people, it should be used chiefly to produce concen-
trated fertilizers, as only in this way could its benefits be ex-
tended over the widest possible territory. They stated that they
found no evidences that the power if used in loeal distribution
within transmission distance from Musele Shoals, would be
likely to bring new factories. On the contrary, they indicated
their belief that the leasing of this power to the Alabama Power
Co. would merely enable that company to shut down certain
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steam power plants and replace that power which Is sold at a
lesser profit with Muscle Shoals power, which could be sold at a
greater profit.

Mr. Edmonds, in an abusive reply reflecting no credit on
the editor of a representative southern paper, declared that
these gentlemen were so ignorant of the conditions and the
facts concerning Muscle Shoals as to render thelr statement
of no value; but an examination of the facts will show that
3t is Mr. Edmonds who is ignorant and not Messrs, Felker and

ones,

I wish to place in the Recorp the following correspondence,
which confirms the agreement between the Alabama Power Co,
and General Jadwin, Chief of Engineers, in which the terms
are agreed to, and the approval of the Secretary of War. I
wish to call your attention to paragraph (b) of this letter:

The Alabama Power Co, sghall at all times ntllize power from Wil-
son Dam instead of steam power from ifs own or leased stations up
fo the capacity of the transformer station now installed or that may
be installed at Wilson Dam whenever the flow of the Tennessee River
will carry the transformer station at full load; and whenever the
Tennessee River falls below that capacity, the power company shall
take Wilson Dam power so as to utilize fully the flow of the river,

If there were a utility market for the Wilson Dam power it
would not be necessary to compel the Alabama Power Co. to
agree to close down their steam-power plants in order to make
sure that the Wilson Dam power would be used. If the shortage
existed which has been so widely advertised, there would be
ample opportunity to utilize power from the first four nnits of
the Wilson Dam and to operate the steam plants of the Alabama
Power Co. as well; but the United States engineers, realizing
that the condition did not exist, put into the agreement the
requirement that the—

Alabama Power Co. shall at all times ntilize power from the Wilson
Dam instead of steam power from its own or leased stations.

It would be bad enough if the full ecapacity of the present
installation of the Wilson Dam were involved, but it is doubly
significant when it is remembered that what the United States
is trying to be sure of selling is not 260,000 horsepower, but
abont 90,000 horsepower, which is the capacity of the trans-
formers now installed by the Alabama Power Co.

The facts are as stated by Mr. Felker and Mr. Jones. There
is no ready power-company market awaiting the Wilson Dam
power unless a market is deliberately created by shutting down
other power plants in our territory. More than that, there is an
enormous surplus of water power in the southern Appalachian
region, including the Tennessee Valley, which is awaiting devel-
opment for industrial purposes. Using Muscle Shoals power for
fertilizer manufacture will hasten the development of this power
and lead to a greater industrial development in the South
than we will have without it. In addition, the use of this
power in this way will enable us to keep faith with the farm-
ers and aid them in securing the cheaper fertilizers which they
desire.

The correspondence referred to is as follows:

Waie DEPARTMENT,
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF ENGINEERS,
Washington, June 21, 1926.
The Arasama Powmr Co.,
Birmingham, Ala.

GENTLEMEX : Referring to the agreement between the Chief of Engi-
neers, in the form of your letters of June 18 and 25, 1925, and letters
of the Chief of Engineers of June 23 and July 1, 1925, accepting your
offer to take and pay for bydroelectric power generated by the Wilson
Dam power plant during the then contemplated operating tests, the
matter bas reached a stage when the interests of the Government re-
quire a modified agreement.

Whereas by the sald agreement, you have been taking such power
as has been generated by the said operating tests, at the proper voltage,
a8 you could use economically, subject to the right of the Chief of
Engineers to interrupt the service at any time and for any reason, and
subject to your right to refuse to take the power when you could
develop It more profitably elsewhere; and

Whereas the tests contemplated by the sald agreement have been
completed and the power units are now and for some time have been
operating and developing and furnishing power at a dependable rate
and constancy,

You are hereby informed that, unless otherwise provided by law, if
Congress adjourns prior to July 1, 1926, commencing with that date,
and if Congress does not adjourn by July 1, 1926, from the date fol-
lowing its adjournment, the following rates will become effective:

(a) The Alabama Power Co. ghall furnish daily to the officer in
charge of Wilson Dam, as heretofore, its daily statement “ Gross gener-
ation and river data,” Form No. 1235, and the said officer ghall at
any time have access in person or through & proper representative to
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the company's plants and records to determine the accuracy of said
statements, ;

(b) The Alabama Power Co. ghall at all times utilize power from
Wilson Dam instead of steam power from its own or leased stations up
to the capacity of the transformer station now installed, or that may be
installed, at Wilson Dam whenever the flow of the Tennessee River will
carry the transformer station at full load; and whenever the Tennessee
River falls Lelow that capacity, the power company shall take Wilson
Dam power, 8o as to utilize fully the flow of the river.

(c) The Alabama Power Co. shall pay for power furnished from
Wilson Dam as follows :

For that substituted for Gorgas steam power, 3 mills per kilowatt-
hour, ~

For that substitoted for Gadsdeu steam power, 4 mills per kilowatt-
hour.

For that substituted for Nitrate Plant No, 2 steam power, 6 mills
per kilowatt-hour,

(d) The steam power for each plant for which Wilson Dam hydro-
power is substituted shall be determined for each day and date as
follows :

(I} The total system load for the day shall be plotted from the
statement furnished by the power company.

(II) The Alabama Power Co. hydrogeneration shall be plotted at the
top of the system load.

(III) The Wilson Dam generation shall be plotted immediately under
the Alabama Power Co.'s hydrogeneration.

(IV) S0 much of the Wilson Dam dingram as llea above 80,000
kilowatts shall be paid for at the rate for Nitrate Plunt No, 2 steam
plant, viz, 6 mills per kilowatt-hour.

So much of the Wilson Dam diagram as lies between 70,000 and
80,000 kilowatts shall be paid for at the rate for the Gadsden steam
plant, viz, 4 mills per kilowatt-hour.

And so much of the Wilson Dam diagram as lies below 70,000 kilo-
watds shall be paid for at the rate for Gorgas steam plant or 3 mills
per kilowatt hour. 'y

Provided, however, that whenever it is necessary in order to carry
the system load, actnally to operate Nitrate Plant No. 2 steam plant in
addition to Wiison Dam, and the Gadsden plant is not operated, all
power above the 70,000-kilowatt line and within the Wilson Dam dla-
gram, which would have been generated by steam in order to carry the
gystem load without Wilson Dam, shall be considered as Nitrate Plant
No. 2 steam power and shall be paid for at the substitution rate for
that plant, viz, 6 mills per kilowatt hoar.

Very truly yours,
H. TAYLOR,
Major General, Chief of Engineers,

OFricE CHIEF OF ENGINEERS,
June 23, 1926,

Copies furnished the district engineer, Florence, Ala., and dlvision
engineer, central division, Cinecinnati, Ohio.

Copy to C. A. Beasley, 719 Fifteenth Street NW., Washington, D. C.

The card hereto attached pertains to a letter to the Alabama Power
Co., dated June 21, 1926, and signed by H. Taylor, major general,
Chief of Engineers.

Major, Engineera,
Wair DEPARTMENT.

Dear GeNeraL TayLor: The Secretary says this is 0. K.
J. W. MAETYN.

File with letter to the Alabama Power Co. based on 5592 (Wilson
Dam) 91 dated June 21, 19286,

Mr. FRENCH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 20 minutes to the
gentleman from New York [Mr. LAGUARDIA].

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I want to
ask the indulgence of this House, if I am compelled to take up
a subject which some of the membership, perhaps, feel has
been overdone during this and the last session; buf, gentle-
men, you do not realize conditions in my eity and the serious
problem that is confronting us. I am sure that if the member-
ship of the House knew the disgraceful condition that now
exists in the attempted enforcement of the prohibition law in
New York City you would give some heed to the Members from
that ecity who come here and protest. I have my own views
on the subject, but we must all agree that ordinary decency
and honesty should not be sacrificed by any department of the
Government in the ordinary performance of its dutles.

Perhaps the situation is not elear on this question of
poisoned aleohol. I desire now to register a protest against
the handling of that problem by the New York prohibition di-
rector and to charge that it would be impossible for poisoned
aleohol to be diveried in the wholesale guantities that it is
in and about New York City without the knowledge, if not the
connivance, of the officials intrusted with the enforcement of
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the law. This aleohol is withdrawn only on Government
permits,

Speeches and resolutions, editorials, and protests will not
cure -the liquor-poison evil

There is nothing in the law which direets the Secretary of
the Treasury to make industrial aleohol deadly poison. The
formulas used by the Treasury Department are not contained
in legislation but are formulas adopted by the department
with the approval of the Secretary of the Treasury. The re-
sponsibility therefore is entirely with the department. There
is no use expecting a direct mandate by legislation during the
present session of Congress. Members apparently do not un-
derstand the extent of the present evil and any remedial legis-
lation which would take from the Secretary the power of
poisoning citizens would be overwhelmingly defeated. I am
not deceiving myself abont that. It is better that the country
should know the truth rather than-to be led into the hope that
Congress will act. Congress will not act in the House of Rep-
resentatives, because the membership do not understand, or
want to understand, the real gravity of the situation. I repeat
now what I have often said, that the poisoning in New York—
and I speak of New York because I know conditions there—
could not possibly have happened without the knowledge, if
not the connivance, of the very public officials intrusted and
charged by the law to safeguard public health and to supervise
the use of industrial alecohol. The department has placed a
man in charge of New York who does not know local condi-
tions, who has no experience, who can not possibly grapple
or control conditions in the wetropolitan district. All de-
natured and poison alchohol is issued on Government permits.

Poison alechol can come from one source only. It is alcohol
which has been denatured or poisoned according to the various
formulas approved by the department by persons holding Gov-
ernment permif to do so. That is, the Government approves
the poisoning formula and persons or companies receive a permit
from the Government to withdraw pure alcohol for the purpose
of denaturing it by adding the poisonous ingredients and then
selling it to industries who have permits to withdraw it. If
the permit holders to denature do any cheating, they sell the
pure alcohol before it is poisoned. There is a great deal of
that going on and the prohibition administrator in New York
ought to know it. If he does not know it, he is the only per-
son who does not. When poison aleohol finds its way into
beverages it can come only from holders of permits to use
denatured alcohol for industrial purposes.

Alecohol unlawfully manufactured is pure alcohol. Tllicit
manufacturers of alcohol do not go to the trouble to make
poison alcohol. There can be no doubt that all this poison
alcohol which was used for beverage purposes was diverted
from legitimate use, and could not have béen diverted to such
an extent unless the official in charge of New York I8 hope-
lessly incompetent or criminally dishonest. Most of the poison
alecohol, T understand, that was diverted came from so-called
soap factories and other industries having permits to withdraw
denatured aleohol. If the director of prohibition in New York
had been on the job, and instead of using all of his efforts in a
religious war and going after rabbis and causing embarrass-
ment to 12 rabbis on such a flimsy case that as soon as
Washington heard of it all 12 were released, he wounld have
checked up on the amounts issued to certain industries which
geem to be in his good graces and not permit these industries
to divert their poigson alcohol, this question would not be before
the country to-day. I charge that Chester P, Mills, in charge
of prohibition in New York, is responsible for the diversion
of the poison aleohol and the resnlting deaths, and I charge
that the Secretary of the Treasury is responsible for not
checking upon his director in New York and his loose methods
in failing to properly supervise industrial alecohol.

Suppose that in any of your States a man from New York,
who did not understand your problem in Texas or in Georgia or
in Tennessee, was sent, and he would be so hopelessly incom-
petent or so disgracefully dishonest as to permit the diversion
of poisoned alcohol in wholesale quanfities and poisoning people
in large numbers? You would get up on the floor of this
House and protest? Of course you would, and that is our posi-
tion in New York to-day.

Now, gentlemen, let me point out. something else that has
been mentioned lately. The Government of the United States.
through its agents, has deliberately gone into the unlawful
hootlegging business.

The Government, not only through its corrupt or incompetent
officials in New York, permitted or tolerated the diversion of
poison aleohol, but went into the bootleg business itself. This
was revealed in a case in the Federal court in an action which
was originally commenced by the United States against the
Bridge Whist Club, and after the Government had moved to
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dismlss the eomplaint because the nulsance had been abated
the action resolved itself into a contest between the landlord
and tenant for possession of the premises. One Ralph W.
Bickle, a notorious confidence man, was called as a witness
und revealed the fact that previous to the action of the United
States against the Bridge Whist Club he had operated the
said Bridge Whist Club himself as an agent of the United
States Government. He testified that he was an undercover
man in the employ of Bruce Bielaski and had operated the
place for seven months as a speak-easy. During that time these
Government undercover men purchased liguor unlawfully and
conductedl a retail liguor business and served hundreds of cus-
tomers a day right over the bar in good old-fashioned manner.
,The Bridge Whist Club was in close proximity of several very
fashionable clubs in New York City and catered to an exclusive
trade. Just how mueh money was spent for the purchase of
liguor and how much income was derived from the sale of
liquor and just how much profit was made we will not be able
to tell unless favorable action is taken by the House on my
resolution (H. Res. 352) which is now before the Committee on
the Judiciary. I charge that the operation of this unlawful
business is contrary not only to good morals and decency but
contrary to the laws of the United States.

It is unlawful for a public official or any person to induce a
man to commit a crime in order to get a conviction. Under the
Federal Criminal Code, section 332—

whoever directly commits any act constituting an offense defined in
any law of the United Btates, or aids, abets, counsels, commands,
induees, or procures its commission is a prineipal.

It is to be noted that a public officer is not excepted there-
from, and that he may not violate that particular section with
impunity.

Yet this man, a Government agent, at this very moment
testified that he paid rent and operated this club and personally
sold liquor himself daily from October, 1895, to May, 1926. I
believe the rent was something like $375 a month, *After operat-
ing this place as a club, unlawfully selling liquor, he sold it for
$5,000. It is stated that the fixtures and furniture in the place
are not worth over $1,500, and that the purchaser paid the Gov-
ernment agent $3,500 of the five thousand total for “good will™
and going value. A few weeks after the place had been sold it
was raided on information of this same agent. Can you beaf
that? My resolution, which is now before the Committee on the
Judiciary, asks the department to inform the House of the dis-
position of the funds derived from the unlawful sale of liguor as
well as the proceeds of the sale of the speak-easy. The resolu-
tion also asks how much money the Government spent for the
purchase of liquor and other incidental expenses.

Such a system of espionage and the instigating of crime and
the committing of crime by agents of the Government is coun-
tenanced by no civilized country of the world. It has been
held over and over by our courts that a conviction will not
stand against a person who has been induced to commit a erime
by a Government agent.

The courts will not lend ald or encouragement to officers who may,
even under a mistaken sense of duty, encourage and assist parties to
commit crime in order that they may arrest and have them punished
for so doing.

It has also been held that—

where the scheme does not originate with the defendant, and he is
lured info the conspiracy by an officer of the law, he can not be held
for the offense, for in contemplation of law no erime has in fact been
committed.

So you will readily see, by application of the aforementioned
principle of law that persons who were enticed into the trade
of illegal liguor traffic could not be prosecuted or punished.

The cases on this proposition you will find are many. The
leading onmes are Woo Wai o. United States (223 Fed. 412;
137 C. C. A. 604, 9th circnit) ; United States o Lynch (256
Fed. 983) ; Butts v. United States (278 Fed. 85) ; Connor o.
People (18 Colo, 373) ; State v. Dougherty (88 N. J. L. 209) ;
Woodward ». State (20 Texas App. 375) ; Patterson v. United
States (255 Fed. 433) ; United States v. Echols (253 Fed. 862) ;
Yick v. United States (240 Fed. 60),

The courts have even gone so far as to hold that where a
defendant is lured i.ito the commission of a crime, in order to
prosecute him therefor, no conviction can be had, although the
criminality of the act is not effected by any question of con-
sent of the Government agent:

L gnlted States v. Healy (202 Fed. 349): Sale of liquor to
ndian.

Woo Wai v. United States (223 Fed. 412): to
violate immigration law, iy
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Sam Yick ». United States (240 Fed. 60) : Conspiracy immi-
gration offense.

Voves v. United States (161 C. C. A. 227, 249 Fed. 191) : Sale
of liquor to Indian.

Patterson v. United States (166 C. C. A. 509, 255 Fed. 433) :
Sale of liquor.

United States v. Eman Manufacturing Co. (271 Fed. 353) :
Violation pure food act.

United States v. Echols (253 Fed, 862) : Purchase of liquor.

Now, gentlemen, not only were Government funds used by
these agents in provoeations, violating the law themselves and
instigating others to violate the law, but a vast system of
espionage and blackmail has developed from the operation of
this one place.

The undercover manager of New York, Bruce Bielaski, pre-
vailed upon the Federal district attorney to write a letter to
the commissioner of police of New York City asking his co-
operation to certify to the New York Telephone Co. the neces-
sity of tapping wires in order to obtain information, Wires
have been tapped not only of bootleggers, but of Government
officials and prominent citizens in the pretext of obtaining
information on liguor. Intimate and family matters are ascer-
tained and a system of blackmail has developed.

1 will cite a case which is a matter of record where a Mrs.
B was arrested in New York by one of the undercover men on
a trumped-up charge when its only purpose was to blackmail
the family on information obtained through the system of
undercover which is now going on in New York City. I will
give the name of this family to any Member who desires it.
The Department of Justice has knowledge of this case and no
action was taken. Here is an example of some of the type of
men that are star performers in this espionage system now
operating in New York City: :

Charles August Smith is now in the employ of the Govern-
ment as an undercover man, and has been for some time. Dur-
ing a recent trial he was caught testifying falsely. He was
ordered arrested, indicted, and convicted of perjury. He was
sentenced to 60 days’' imprisonment and committed to the Hssex
County jail, where short-term prisoners from the eastern dis-
trict of New York are sent. He is still in the employ of the
Government and I am informed receives $10 a day and ex-
penses, and was paid for the time he spent in jail

Michael Kelly, an expert wire tapper and now employed by
the undercover management to obtain informatien by tapping
wires of officials, ministers, private citizens, as well as suspect
bootleggers, Mr. Kelly was formerly an officer in the New
York police department. There too he had a varied and exciting
career. Things went wrong one day when Officer Michael
Eelly reported gick, and that same day the police boat Gypsy
or Blue Boy captured a rum runner under the command of this
same Michael Kelly. Mike was kicked out of the police depart-
ment and obtained the dignified employment of wire tapper
under Mr. Bruce Bielaski.

How can we possibly appropriate money for the Government
to go out and violate the law by inducing unlawful sales in
wholesale quantities and by directly making sales in retail
quantities?

This undercover system has so swamped the department that
the department is afraid to discharge any of these men.
Through their wire tapping they seem to have gotten something
on everybody, and these officials simply stand in horror and
tremble before the very espionage system that they have con-
sented to create.

After the sale of the Bridge Whist Club it is stated that other
places are operated by Government agents. I am informed
that at the Barrymore Club there are two agents of the
espionage system serving as bartenders, and that a complete
list and addresses of patrons is kept, and then this is followed
up—and not for governmental reasons.

These conditions are only possible because incompetent men,
aided by dishonest men, are in charge of the law enforcement
in the New York district. That makes it possible for shrewd,
conniving blackmailers, extortionists, and erooks to get in under
the pretext of being undercover men to develop an espionage
system on the private affairs of citizens such as has never been
carried on, not even in the darkest days of Russia under the
Romanoff dynasty ; and while all this is going on the law is not
being enforced. Poison alcohol is being diverted and citizens
poisoned by the hundreds. All of this is known to the Depart-
ment of the Treasury, and because these shrewd, conniving men
know how to bluff the sincere drys, telling them that only the
bootleggers are opposing them, they are kept in office. I infend
to present formal charges to the Secretary of the Treasury
against the prohibition officer in charge of the New York dis-
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trict, and if he then fails to act I shall again bring the matter
to the attention of the House.

Mr. UPSHAW. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LAGUARDIA. I certainly will.

Mr. UPSHAW. Of course, the gentleman from New York
understands that the gentleman from Georgia and all who sym-
pathize with his prohibition ideals condemn 100 per cent such
conditions as the gentleman has just deseribed; we condemn
any laxity in duty or disloyalty in office, and we condemn every
black deed of drinking, grafting citizens and officials; but may
I ask the gentleman, what is the great Empire State of New
York, which repealed its State enforcement statute, doing now
as a State to help enforce this constitutional law?

Mr. LAGUARDIA. The great empire of the State of New
York cooperates to the fullest extent with the Federal Govern-
ment. Seventy-five per cent of the arrests made in New York
are made by the police, and the same amount of corruption, I
suppose, exisis.

Mr. SABATH. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LAGUARDIA. For a short question.

Mr. SABATH, Supplementing the inquiry by the gentleman
from Georgia, I would like to inquire what the State of Georgia
is doing. I notice from the newspapers that they have a great
many violations there.

Mr. LAGUARDIA. I have purposely avoided local insinuna-
tions or personal accusations. This thing has become bigger
than a question of booze; it involves the stability of govern-
ment. If you are going to permit a handful of crooks under the
direction of one man to so extend their powers as to be able to
tap wires, conduct a system of espionage withont responsibility
to auyone, do you not see that you are undermining the whole
gystem of government and certainly bringing about a condition
in our country that is antagonistie to its existence? I am try-
ing to make my appeal frankly and honestly and bring to the
knowledge of the House conditions as they exist. I believe that
we will sooner or later have to solve this problem. It can not
continue as it has been and continues at this time, I personally
believe the Constitution will have to be amended.

The CHAIRMAN., The time of the gentleman from New
York has expired.

Mr. COYLE. Mr, Chairman and gentlemen of the commit-
tee, I can not rise to speak on the subject of the naval appro-
epriation bill at this time without expressing the wish, with
all due deference to my good friend from New York, who was
courteons enough to yield to me of his time, that I might have
followed directly the distinguished gentleman from Alabama,
who gave us such an able statesmanlike exposition of the desire
and the need in this country for a balanced fleet, without ref-
erence to the fleet of any other nation; a fleet which does not
put undue emphasis on any one factor, which goes to make up
the efficient fleet in being; but a Navy which after all is ade-
quate to meet the needs of America, and that is what this
Congress (through its legislative and appropriations commit-
tees) is seriously and earnestly striving to obtain.

In connection with that I am going to ask you for the
moment to consider that the cruiser has a dual need. Pri-
marily the cruiser is the peace keeper in peace times and the
eves of the battle fleet in war times to aid the battle fleet to
meet and defeat the enemy in the event that war shall come,
But the eruiser for all time has been effective and efficient in
avoiding a war, which means avoiding the needs of the battle
fleet. To my mind we should have, irrespective of other na-
tions, a balanced cruiser fleet, ready to take the sea, of five
squadrons of four effective cruisers each, together with five
cruisers at all times undergoing overhauling and repair.

That is the reason, not competition, not emulation, not the
thonght of war, but the needs of the fleet in America for Amer-
ica, and that need is for not less than 25 cruisers, of which
20 shall be ready to go to sea at all times.

Further, in the event that three cruisers which are now
authorized, which three cruisers the distingmished gentleman
 from Alabama [Mr. Oriver] rightly says may at any time be
discontinued by the President under the authority which now
exists, and if appropriations should be made for them, it seems
to me perfectly proper, when the bill comes up which has been
referred to by the chairman of the legislative committee, the
distinguished gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr, ButLer], that
the number of cruisers to be authorized shounld properly be
reduced to 7 instead of 10, the figure which the bill provides
as it has been reported to the House,

So far as the dirigible is concerned, and the needs and the
use of it in peace and in war, permit me to say that, contrary
to the usual conception on the subject, the rigid airship proved
its immense value in war whenever it was used within its
proper and somewhat technically limited use. That use at
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present seems to be limited to the field of distant or strategic
scouting for the fleet. Admiral Jellicoe in his confidential
report to the British Admiralty credits the German zeppelins
with such effective work prior to the Battle of Jutland and
at other times as to leave little doubt in our minds as to their
proved usefulness. The CoNcressioNAL Rrecorn of April 8§,
1926, House proceedings, contains an extract from this report
and from a letter to Admiral Sims, of our own Navy, written
by Admiral Jellicoe, which sums up the case for the rigid
airship both aunthoritatively and completely. Our Joint Board
on the National Defense has properly allocated this type to
the Navy for development, and in this has been seconded by
the Morrow Board, in whose hands were placed the answering
of a number of questions on the subject of the development of
the Air Service and of aviation.

The Navy, with an obligation to both boards, is limited—
indeed, has been estopped—in both the structural development
and the tactical development ever since the destruction of the
Shenandoah.

The maintenance of Lakehurst and of the helium-gas plant
by direct vote of Congress last year was continued at an ex-
pense of something over $2,000,000 per year because it was
desired to start promptly the construction of one or more large
rigid airships.

The duralumin ship being built by the Aireraft Develop-
ment Corporation is regarded as but a primary experiment,
following a somewhat new plan to attempt to make a success of
what has on a number of occasions been a failure., There
have been a number of attempts to make a metal-clad lighter-
than-air ship, and all attempts thus far have met with failure.
No such ship has ever flown, though a number have been
constructed.

Even granting there is a good chance of success with this
small vessel which the Aircraft Development Corporation is
offering to construct, we can offer no better evidence of the
contractor's own attitude toward lighter-than-air ships than to
quote from the testimony of their general manager, Mr. C. B.
Fritsche, on page 846 of the hearings before the House Com-
mittee on Naval Affairs on sundry legislation affecting the
Naval Establishment, 1925-26:

* % % And if this metal-clad airship of ours should stand in the
way of the great experimental laboratory in lighter-than-air craft
at Lakehurst, the greatest in existence to-day in the world, or if it
should interfere with the United States coincidently with Great Britain
acquiring a fabric-covered airship of the same size as Great Britain may
acquire, I would prefer to withdraw this bill involving our airship and
awailt the future pleasure of Congress on the subject.

The contractors who are asking an appropriation to aid them
in this experiment agree that the experiment is not of sufficient
importance to warrant our delay, and indeed both they and the
naval officers who are experienced in aviation have agreed that
the duralumin experiment had better be scrapped if it in any
way interferes with or delays the continuance of work on proved
types of rigid airships.

There have been definite lessons learned from the Shenan-
doah and from the Los Angeles, and it is a question whether
any further lessons can be learned from the two at present
under construction in Great Britain,

In the United States we have at once the best technical minds
gathered from all the nations who have been experimenting
successfully with these rigid airships and the only supply of
helium gas as yet developed in sufficient gquantity to float them.

Some extension of a source of supply in the gas fields is
necessary, and a joint committee from the three services in-
terested in air service is at present considering ways and means
for such extension.

Information from the Air Corps of the War Department
would indicate that their largest type of airship in existence is
just about capable of making the trip from New York to Wash-
ington and return, and that their blimps (which are merely
elongated fabric balloons) are much more limited in their
radius of action and speed, and are really only of use to accom-
pany considerable land forces for observation and artillery
direction.

The rigid airship of the Shenandoah type is capable, at 50
knots cruising speed and 2,000 feet elevation, of completely
scouting a sea area of 85,000 square miles within 14 hours of
daylight. This area could be scouted by not less than five
30-knot cruisers in the same time, A search of this magnitude
would probably cost but one-tenth in the first cost and in main-
tenance if condueted by the rigid airship.

The testimony of the men who have piloted these big ships
as well as airplanes leads us to believe that they are reasonably
safe from attack through their noninflammable gas, their guns,
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and their protecting airplanes, which are carried hooked onto
the underbody of the rigid airship.

The initial statement to the committee of Lieutenant Com-
mander Rosendahl, the senior survivor of the Shenandoah, and
now in command of the Los Angeles, was typical of the best
traditions of the American Navy: “ The men of the Air Service,
survivors of the Shenandoah, are unafraid; their morale is
unbroken.”

The possibilities of the rigid airship in industry and com-
merce will be retarded immensely unless the Navy proves its
faith in these men and in the rigid airship by going ahead with
one or mote of the ships provided in House bill T375.

Mr. COYLE. Mr. Chairman, & number of misapprehensions
have been expressed on both sides of the House during the
debate on the Tilson amendment to this bill. Speaking from
some limited experience in the naval service, now many years
ago, and some limited, but more recent experience on the Naval
Committee, I want to resolve some of these misapprehensions,

First. The impression that there is any conflict between the
advocates of this amendment and the President of the United
States. I can speak but for myself, and in voting for this
amendment I shall do so confident that I am not placing myself
in opposition to the President. Too much emphasis also has
been placed on questions of what the other nations are doing.
I would want to be known, not as a bigger Navy advocate, but
rather as an advocate of a better Navy. It is probably true
that the United States has most completely carried out the
gpirit of the Washington treaty as expressed in its preamble.
It is also true that the other parties to this agreement have
increased very considerably their annual appropriations for
building since the time of the Washington treaty. This burden
of expenditure was the specific object which they stated as their
purpose to avoid. All this is of no moment to America, but
what is of moment is that we should have a fleet adequate for
America’s needs and accomplish this fleet by a fixed regular
program of replacements and retirement of obsolete vessels.
A conflict in argument appears in the informal expression of
many who voted with the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. BurroN],
whose eloguent plea made many friends for disarmament. In-
formally expressed they would have been for the Tilson amend-
ment did it leave with the President authority to construct or
not as he saw fit. The gentleman from Idaho [Mr. FrenxcH],
in his eloquent and forceful plea for the support of the com-
mittee, said that he could not Lo for this amendment because
it did leave that very authority with the President and that the
pending amendment was at best bu‘ an idle gesture,

In supporting this amendment 1 do so becanse it increases
rather than diminishes the power of the President in any
future negotiations for reduction of naval armaments. In
many ways the war-time need of crumisers as scouts in the
American fleet can be met, provided we construct the large
rigid airship. It is the peace-time need for cruisers that can
only be met by cruisers. This peace-time need is part of
America’s obligation to be watchful and present at danger
points, lest another small blaze should start a world confla-
gration. Efficient navies never caused war. More than any
other single factors in the old world, the navy of Great Britain
was effective for a generation in keeping the peace. An effi-
cient navy, great enough to take the sea at any time, will
ultimately determine the outcome of any war. The destruction
of the British fleet, could it have been accomplished by the
Germans, would have written another and a very different
ending to the great war. Cruisers, or rigid airships, are needed
to balance our fleet in the event of war, and cruisers are
needed to keep the peace in the disturbed corners of the world.
On many occagions in the past have I been a participant in
and an observer of the steadying influence of an American
naval ship coming into a harbor where hatreds were running
high. For generations the American ships have been not ships
of war but very ambassadors of peace, and the few hours of
war need have finally come because we lacked, or they thought
we lacked, the ships or men to be on the peace mission at the
right time and place. The one seeming exception to this rule
is the fact that a certain train of circumstances followed the
disaster to the Maine in Habana Harbor. -

Speaking before the British Parliament in March, 1926, the
First Lord of the British Admiralty expressed most definitely
and conclusively the great advantages and the great economies
which acerued to the British people through “ having a settled
building program.” His statement was a revelation to me. Al-
though I realized the extravagance of indefinite programs, I did
not realize the positive savings of settled programs. While I
am not one to advocate competition with the British, having
had far too many examples of the friendly ties induced by our
common language, I do believe we should emulate them in mag-
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ters of economy. The extract from this statement will, perhaps,
prove as enlightening to other members as to myself, and I
would it were possible for us in America to determine what of
auxiliaries and supply ships and tenders we need and then to
enter into a program of a definite amount of new construction
each year and definite dates for the retirement of extravagant
and costly old ships:

[Extract from statement made on March 11, 1926, in the House of
Commons by the First Lord of the Admiralty, Mr. Bridgeman, in
connection with navy estimates, 1926-27]

Mr. BripGEMAN. I should like to try to explain as briefly as I can
the principal items of saving. 1 said earlier that the effect of having
a settled bullding program was to make it much easier to save. The
Chancellor of the Exchequer last year laid great stress upon tbat, and
very properly so. I think he was rather more farsighted in the matter
than I was. 1 did not realize until I sat down to work on these
savings what an enormous difference it made having a fixed program
and knowing where you were going to be not only one year but four
years hence, and I say quite plainly that the great majority of these
economies would not have been possible without that fixed program.

If you know what replacements to expect in the next five years, It is
very much easier to make economical arrangements with regard to
your existing fleet and to take risks’ which otherwise would not be
Jjustified, whereas If yow are living In a state of uncertainty as to new
ships to be built, you can not risk getting rid of ships which you have,
not knowing what you may get in the future, You must retain old
ships whose usefulness is well-nigh past; and you must not only retain
them, but you must spend money on refitting and retubing them, which
is really not justified by their fighting value. Thus you save not only
by scrapping ships which otherwise would have to be retained, but you
save in dock-yard work and also in personnel.

This fixed program has also eénabled us to have a more accurate and
assured review of the econsumption which will be necessary in fuel,
armaments, and other equipment, It has this further great advantage
that the shipbuilding and armament firms have an opportunity of know-
ing the probable extent of future admiralty orders, and there is a
consequent gain very often in prices to the admiralty as a result. The
Government felt that the generally peaceful owtlook justified a reduc-
tion in the amount of oil fuel placed to reserve and in the number of
fleet aireraft held in reserve. As progress is made in the manufacture
of new models and &8s new inventions supersede and outclass old ones,
there is always some danger of overstocking your reserves in machinery
of that kind. The numbers required on Vote A, if we had not gone
very carefully through the whole question of manning the fleet, would
on tlie previous scale have been several thousands up on last year. As
it is, owing to the economies and the review, the very careful review
which has been made, we are able to present fizures in Vote A which
are practieally the same as last year. On the other hand, there is an
automatic increase in expenditure which we have been quite unable to
avoid. We have no control over the noneffective vote, the increase of
salaries, which are automatie, the contributions to the new pensions act,
and there are smaller surplus stocks to draw on. All these aufomatie
increases have been set off by the savings we have made in other diree-
tions,

Let us determine, within the treaty, America’s needs in peace
and war and then proceed to acquire those needs in the most
economical way we can get them. That is no economy at all
which appropriates $315,000,000 and withholds the $5,000,000
to make it effective. It is no economy which maintains a Lake-
hurst and a helinm plant, or o big stable to hold fine horses, and
then withholds the horses and refuses the dirigibles, That is
no economy which would require the mails to be guarded effec-
tively by 2,500 marines and then refuse the pay for 1,200 of
them. That is pencil economy, but no true economy which
would say that in a year when 50 planes were destroyed by hur-
ricanes at one point alone, that the obsolescence or attrition
ghould be cut for that year and the future years from one-
third to two-ninths. That is no economy which provides a sec-
ond appropriation of $75,000 for a naval limitations conference
where America has no vote and 19 nations, having no navies,
have one vote each. That is no true economy which requires
21 men of the Naval Affairs Committee to sit for days hearing
expert testimony from scientific men and then permits a Diree
tor of the Budget, with one stroke of his pen that is “far
mightier than the sword,” to eliminate a ship to replace the
Shenandoah because, forsooth, he does not believe in the possi-
bilities of rigid airships. All these and more are the false

economies proposed in H. R. 15641, and they are economies in

number of dollars only. Exfravagant in men, in lives, in
morale, and in efficiency.

Again I quote from an article by Mr. Clifford Albion Tinker
in the Atlantic Monthly for January. This article is called
“Jinx or jeopardy” and in it, with singular temerity, the
author picks the popular goat and shows how the general board
has been deposed by General Lord: :
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Gen. Herbert M. Lord, the man at the head of the Bureau of
the Budget, bas more to say about how many ships shall be kept in
commission, how many enlisted men may be retained to man them,
how much shall be spent on matériel alterations and how much for
maintenance, than Secretary Wilbur and his entire council of bureaun
chiefs. As far as the Navy is concerned, General Lord is a dictator.

We can not, however, escape responsibility in the Congress
and though we like to say 'mid loud aceclaim, *’tis the Budget
cunses this” 'tis not the Budget, but we, the Congress, This
author expresses it.

But the genial and efficlent Director of the Bureau of the Budget is
not a usurper; he is a dictator by appointment, and as an appointee
he carries out, perhaps too faithfully, the commands and admonitions
of the appointing power, the administration. Thus it is the admin-
istration, supported by the Congress, that must be held responsible for
the policy of the day, and therefore responsible for the disasters that
such a poliey promotes.

Within the past week, two men, heads of national organiza-
tions, interested in the Navy, have asked what they could do in
organizing propaganda and on both occasions and on any others
that may arise in the future, my answer has been and will be,
“Whatever you do, don't organize any propaganda on this sub-
ject. Everything to date has been spontaneous.” To advocate
preparedness is to have your motives questioned, but to organize
to advocate preparedness is to be accused of. belonging to the
“ Armor Plate Trust,” and already this very accusation has
fallen from the lips of more than one otherwise eloquent
pleader for economy. y

It has not been organized, this demand which has run over
all the country, for a Navy adequate to America's needs.
This is the demand from the people back home, that America
should assume her responsibilities with an instrument in the
shape of a Navy fit to be our first line of defense in the event
of war, but, above all and before all, fit and effective to keep
the peace of the world.

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I yield now to the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. Hupson].

Mr, HUDSON. Mr. Chairman, T ask this time in order to
have placed in the Recorp a discussion of the Philippine prob-
lem. I ask unanimous consent to extend my remarks in the
Recorn by including therein an article by Vincente Villamin,
the attorney for the Philippine people.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Michigan asks unani-
mons consent to extend his remarks in the Recorp by includ-
ing therein the article referred to. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. HUDSON. Mr. Chairman, I have asked leave to extend
my remarks in the Recorp in order that I may lay before Con-
gress the Philippine Island problem as viewed by a Filipino of
wide experience in the affairs of the islands, The great prob-
lem, the question of independence, that is so live an issue in
the islands, it seems to me, is really a question of economics,
and therefore I want to, under this right of extension, repro-
duce the speech of Mr. Vicente Villamin, himself a Filipino and
a lawyer of wide experience, for I feel that he discusses the
question in a fine spirit of fairness without any prejudice. I
therefore append his address hereto:

Tue PHILIPPINE PROBLEM

The Philippine problem involves a three-cornered responsibility, to
wit: The responsibility of the Filipinos to themselves to keep their
country a fit place to live in, the responsibility of America to the
Filipinos to give them a chance to live as a nation in a reasonably
safe and satisfactory manner, and the reaponsibility of America to her-
self to make morally sure that her withdrawal from the Philippines
will not open the way to conflicts in the Pacific which may develop
into a world conflagration, These are the determining factors in the
solution of the Philippine problem, and not the showing of the different
administrations in the Philippines or the mental capacity of the Fill-
pinos to govern themselves.

These several responsibilities establish a unity of Interest between
America and the Philippines. They all rest on the question of the
welfare of the Filipinos, for even America’s obligation to herself would
be discharged if the well-being of the Filipinos is assured, because that
would imply the elimination or reduction of the risks of war which
would be detrimental to that well-being. Therefore any solution, to be
reasonable and rational, must satisfy the following tests: That it does
not disregard the best interests of the Filipinos; that it meets their
just aspirations; that it does not imperil the safety of America; that
it does not viclate America’s good faith; and that it redounds to the
mutual satisfaction of both countries,

Formulas for solution have been urged with indifferent degrees of
carnestness. The three best knmown are complete and immediate sepa-
ration, permanent annexation, and complete local antonomy with event-
ual separation. Their champions all profess that they are’ moved by
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thelr concern over the fate and future of the Filipino people. But
despite their protestations, they vie with one another too often with-
out rhyme or reason. If they would give more vocal regard to their
collective self-interests and responsibilities, there would be less skeptl-
cism and understanding. In the vernacular of applied politics, what
is needed is a thorough debunking of the whole works,

The Philippine problem is surrountled with an artificlal atmosphere.
For a Filipino to talk about its realities is enough to bring down on
him the damnation of his people. Of course, this is indescribably un-
just, but it is not altogether unnatural. Truly, the Filipino realist has
a hard life to live—the species is almost extinet. Americans are par-
tially to blame for this. Their fanlt s mot one of intent, but of
manner. Not a few Americans, well intentioned enough, when demon-
strating that the separation of the Philippines from America would be
a clamity to the former, have not always been thoughtful about the
self-respect and susceptibilities of so sensitive and high-spirited a
people as the Filipines. Thus, instead of touching their better nature
and enlisting their self-interest, they succeed only in hurting their
pride and arousing their passions. Such a course has aided no one
but those who find zest in animosity, The good intentions of America
are vitiated and misinterpreted. Americans are made to appear in
the light of foes rather than friends. Distrust replaces confidence.
The Filipinos are made to feel the necessity of self-defemse. This feel-
ing, when exploited by the willful, readily lengthens to a cry against
the continued relationship with America. With so baneful an atmos-
phere, it is no wonder that any Filipino who dares doubt, even for
good Filipino reasons, the wisdom of precipitate separation of his
country from America {8 shouted down as a renegade. Yet he is mo
less patriotic than his critics. He serves his country In a positive and
forthright manner, sifting fact from fiction, reason from passion, tell-
ing the truth. His service consists in making clear the costs and risks
of nationhood, convinced that their knowledge and the preparedness
to assume them are the best evidence that the people desire separa-
tion. Only the selfish could mistake his mission; only the fool would
abuse him.

Political spokesmen say that the Filipino people are willing to stand
the costs and risks of natiophood now. This assertion is discounted by
the realists, who allege that the knowledge of those costs and risks
has not as yet been brought home to the people, They are both right,
It is a fact that the Fillpinos want nationbood, It is also a faet that
they are not clear about its obligations. Here two questions arise:
Would not America be recreant to a moral duty if she grants nation-
Lood irrespective of whether the Filipinos know its full meaning or
not? Would the Filipinos insist on immediate separation from America
after analyzing thelr gituation in a practical manner?

To the second question the radical would reply that with America
the people might have everything except what they want; the conserva-
tive would say that that which the people want would be realized
by remaining longer with America, but Independent of her, its realiza-
tion would be highly speculative, depending on nations less liberally
disposed. Any reply anticipating the decision of 12,000,000 people
regarding their destiny and that of their descendants would be only a
mere opinion and liable to be in error.

Under the circumstances, the safest and clearest course to pursue is
to invite the people to an examination of the issues of absolute separa-
tion from America at this time, Once informed of the sacrifices they
are to bear and the perils they are to face, their deecislon would carry
the appeal of decisiveness and reasonableness, Then Ameriea could
announce a definite policy and the vexed question of the future rela-
tionship between the two countries would receive a final answer. The
following exposition of facts is intended merely as an aid to the
understanding of the Philippine problem and is not a suggestion of a
formula for solution.

Separation from America means to the Philippines loss of tariff
protection ; destruction of Industries; depletion of foreign and domestie
commerce; high taxation and low taxpaying capacity; poverty and
unemployment ; loss of Ameriean support to the financial credit of the
Philipplne government; exclusion of Filipinos from the United States
under the immigration law; discharge of Filipinos from the United
States service; and surrender of many precious rights and privileges
enjoyed under the American Government. It means also letting go
the military and diplomatic protection given by America at no expense
to the Filipinos, and the assumption by the Philippines of the grave
problem of international security, which is extremely vital to them by
reason of their geographical location, the natural resources, the sparsity
of population, and the uncertain state of international politics.

The loss of the tariff protection which Philippine products, receive
in America will blight the economic life of the Philippines. If the
tariff barrier is erected on those products, which the political sepa-
ration of the two countries will do, the bulk of the total Philipplne
exports will be effectively shut of from America, which at present
absorbs the major portion of those exports. The significance of this
fact can not be too well emphasized.

PROSPERITY IN FOREIGN TRADE

The Philipplnes are a country depending for prosperity on overseas
markets, The bulk of natlonal production {8 exportable surplus. The
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major portion of this surplus finds its way to the United States,
moving within the high-tarif wall. The Philippines are only on the
threshold of their economle greatness. As the natural resources are
developed and the volume of production increases, the proportion of
exportable surplus to domestic consumption goes higher. This spells
ever greater reliance on foreign trade. In America the mass of the
output of farm, factory, and mine is absorbed locally, and foreign
exportation is only of subordinate importance. Not so in England,
where overseas commerce is the main prop to her national existence.
Even now, with their natural resources but seantily developed, foreign
trade is relatively more valuable to the Philippines than it is to
England.

The principal products of the Phillppines are tariff protected, both
under the Republican and Democratic tariff laws, The protection that
Philippine sugar receives in the United States represents about 40
per cent of the price of the commodity in normal times. The loss of
this protection will bankrupt the Philippine sugar industry. More
than 85 per cent of the total output of the sugar centrals is sold in
the United States. If the Manila cigar is to pay the duty, it has to
be sold at about 350 per cent higher than it brings now. That would
be equivalent to killing the market for that article in the United
Btates. About 65 per cent of the total cigar production of Philippine
factories would thereby be lost. The price received for coconut ofl
would be reduced at least 25 per cent, representing the tariff protec-
tion. This means that since there is an ofl-crushing industry in the
United States which uses imported duty-free copra, the Philippine ofl
mills would be shut down completely. With the exception of sample
shipments sent to various places, the entire output of these mills is
consumed in the United States.

The handmade embroideries, the product of a home industry monopo-
lized by the Philippine women, will have to pay 80 per cent ad
valorem. Nearly all the embroideries shipped out of the Philippines
go to the United States. The desiccated coconut, a growing industry,
receives a protection that amounts to about 25 per cent of the price
that the article commands in a normal market, The United States
takes in the whole output of the Philippine desiccated coconut factories.

THRE ISLANDS’, MARKET

The manila hemp is free. The tariff will not affect its market,
but the returns to the Filipino planter from this hemp would be due
for appreciable reduction. It Is more than probable that the Philip-
pine Government, hard pressed for revenue and faced with the drying
up of its main sources, would levy an export duty on hemp. Judging
by the present methods of marketing and the control of foreign firms
over production and exportation, the Filipino producer and not the
outside consumer would have to ahsorb the tax, It is reported that
the natural monopoly of the Philippines on hemp has been partly
broken by the production of certain grades of the staple in the
Federated Malay States. This would make the manila hemp a com-
petitive article of international commerce and the question of pro-
tection would become a matter of importance,

It should be stressed that foreign markets are open to the Philip-
pines now. Exportation to the United States is on an equal basis with
exportation to any part of the world. In some respects America
15 even at a disadvantage, By reason of the low-labor cost in
the oriental countries, which absorb the major pertion of the Philip-
pine exports outside of the United States, the disposal of the goods
at points of destination in those countries is done more economically
than in the United States. Yet the Philippines bave succeeded In
gelling less than one-third of their total exports to foreign countries.
The oriental markets are limited and surrounded with protective
tariffs,

Europe is not a promising outlet. European countries produce in-
creasing quantities of beet sugar, and they have their own extensive
tropical colonies which they are developing. They have not Dbeen
slow in detecting external competition, and as fast as production of
a competitive commodity is established on a substantial scale they
put up tariff barriers, domestic tax preferentials, rebate in ocean
freights, capital subsidies, and other forms of encouragement. A lone,
gmall foreign-trade country, free lancing, so to speak, in the world's
markets against powerful competitors in highly competitive com-
modities, has a tremendous task on its hands.

The depletion of forelgn trade will be directly reflected in the
domestic trade. This will bring about a general curtailment of eco-
nomic activities. The resulting demoralization and upset in every
sphere of community life would be too sad to contemplate. Poverty
would be general, usury would be more rampant, unemployment would
stalk ominously all over the land, and general progress would be
stunned. These are not predictions made for political effect; they are
the logical and manifest consequences of a speclfic set of indubitable
economic facts which even he who poetizes could not miss or minimize,

The theory has been advanced of late that if the free trade between
America and the Philippines is stopped, the customs revenue of the
Philippine government will be substantially augmented. This theory is
indefensible. The situation is this: Roughly, two-thirds of the imports
of the Philippines come from the United Btates and pay no duty under
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the free-trade reciprocity and only one-third of the imports pay the
rates charged by the Philippine tariff law. From these premises it is
concluded that if all the imports pay the duty, the collections would be
proportionately larger. The syllogism is apparent, but it is fallacious.

It is an elemental fact that if a country can not sell it can not buy.
If two-thirds of the Philippine exports, which go to the United States
under the free trade, are not sold, the imports would be reduced ac-
cordingly. This means that the volume of dutiable imports would be
the same as under the régime of free trade. This volume promises to be
even smaller jf statistical records of the past mean anything,

The Philippines have a favorable merchandise halanes in their frade
with America from year to year, with isolated exceptions, whereas the
contrary is true In thelr trade with forelgn countries. Since the ine
ception of free trade in 1909 that favorable balance totals nearly
$175,000,000 and the unfavorable balance $85,000,000. This demon-
strates that the volume of dutiable goods passing through the Philip-
pine customs, if free trade with the United States is abolished, would
be less than at present, following the principle that a country can not
import if it can not export.

Under the respective tariff schedules in operation In the two coun-
tries, if Philippine goods entering America are to pay the duty, the
total levy would be approximately six times that chargeable on Ameri-
¢an goods entering the Philippines under the Philippine tariff law. A
higher tariff schedule in the Philippines would in a measure equalize
the benefits derived by each country under the reciprocity arrange-
ment—the Philippines have been thé gainer by a wide margin—by
keeping imports from foreign sources out, but the Philippine Legis-
lature, which has the power to initiate the enabling legislation, does
not see it in that light, relying obviously on the strength of American
altruism.

THE BURDEN OF COST REDUCTION

The Impressiveness of the situation is brought home by the fact that
European workshops have started to send to all corners of the globe
manufactured goods which render tarif walls futile, In the United
States the antidumping provisions of the tariff law are being invoked
to meet the invasion of manufactures coming from the other side of
the Atlantic. In the Philippines, if the situation is not corrected,
that country will virtually be in a position of being within the Ameri-
can tariff wall when exporting and outside of it when importing.

This is certainly to the advantage of the Philippines. But a one-
sided arrangement like that, if not remedied loecally, would invite action
by the Federal Government, and that would involve political considera-
tions of a controversial nature. Even now the demand for tariff
autonomy for the Philippines is heard, The institution of tariff meas-
ures is an exercise of sovereign powers and carries with it conse-
gquences of international import; it is most unlikely that America
would grant absolute tarlff autonomy to the Philippines, However,
the attitude of Congress toward the Phillppines has been one of indif-
ference, and the trade relations of the two countries are likely to receive
no attention. It is relevant to state here that if America’s exports
to the Philippines are lost altogether, she would sacrifice less than 2
per cent of her total exports. If the Philippines give up their exports
to America, they would miss about 70 per cent of their exports. This
statistically proves that the continuance of free trade is infinitely more
necessary to the Philippines than it is to America,

In theory there are two ways by which the Phillppines could main-
tain their present foreign-trade position once they separate from
America and are excluded from the tariff wall. The first is by reducing
production costs to the level of no protection, and the second is by
concluding a reciprocity treaty with America. If one of these means
is realized, the greater part of the economic objection agrinst separa-
tion from America would be obviated.

Can they be? The vertical and horizontal reduction of production
costs is not impossible, But reduction through the improvement and
employment of mechanical, chemical, and marketing processes can not
be considered an exclusive advantage, because the foreign competitor
can be expected to be similarly engaged. The lowering of the costs
of production will largely fall on labor. Wages will have to be sub-
stantially lowered. The Filipino laborer will resist the diminution of
his compensation out of sheer necessity of life, Even the present wage
scale does not satisfy him. On it he lives from hand to mouth. His
standard of living i1s higher—he lives better, demands more comfort,
pays more taxes, and looks on life and his future with more hope.
It would require & major sccial upheaval to make him accept one-half
or one-third of what he is getting now and on which he can barely
keep body and soul together, The net result of reducing the wages of
labor would be to puil down the standard of living of the Filipino to
the level of his principal competitors—the native of the Duteh East
Indies and the 10-cents-a-day coolie. This would be a distinet social
retrogression, a reversal of Filipino progress and civilization, and a
political torch that might set the country on fire. -

THE END OF FREE TRADE

The hope of trade reciprocity with America is very scant. America
has treaties with more than two score countries containing the most-
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favored-nations clanse, and this will not permit her to grant prefer-
ential treatment to 2 Philippine natlon. From the standpoints of
polities, business, and strategy it would be neither wise nor profitable
for America to look exclusively to the Philippines, some 6,000 miles
away, for those articles which are obtainable from many other sources.
The Philippine products are grown in other countries and are highly
competitive,

America does not have to depend on the Philippines for sugar. She
can produce this commodity within her jurisdiction and In Cuba,
where she has a special position. Manila cigars are not indispensable
to American smokers. America does not have to have Philippine coco-
nut oil, copra, embroideries, hats, lumber, and other raw materials ;
ghe ecan procure them in other countries. Rubber will not be sufficient
to induce her to revise her treaties, from which she enjoys reciprocal
advantages, to enter into an exclusive treaty with the Philippines.

True, the Philippines ean furnish about one-third of her rubber re-
quirements, but that rubber can be had in the Dutch East Indies, where
it can be grown with cheaper labor, not to mention Liberia and other
countries; There are already large American plantations in the Dutch
East Indies. That eountry welcomes American capital. Polities of the
unstabilizing kind are not permitted to harass legitimate business in a
Holland colony. The Dutch East Indies, with thelr 50,000,000 inhab-
{tants, have a greater potentiality ss a market than the Philippines,
with only 12,000,000, Add to these the different interests in America
that would be against the free entry of Philippine goods into the United
States beeanse they compete with'them, and the conclusion is inescap-
able that after the separation of the two countries the freetrade
reciprocity between them would be terminated.

The credit standing of the Philippine government is a subject de-
serving consideration. At present the credit of that government is
morally backed by America. On aecount of this backing the Philip-
pines have been enabled to flont bonded indebtedness in the United
States financial market at an average rate of 4.5 per cent. This eredit
level is higher than that of any country in the world except America

" herself; it is kept irrespective of the fiscal conditions of the Philip-
pine government. For the backing of America, a backing which the
Federal Government does not extend to a State of the Union, and for
America’s acting as disbursing and registering agent under the indenture
the Philippines do not pay a dollar.

Without the moral guaranty of America, the Philippines would have
to pay an equivalent of about 10 per cent interest on their bonded
debt. To-day Philipping bonds are tax-exempt and are considered gilt-
edged securities. The Philippines have a public debt of approximately
$80,000,000, or roughly $7 per capita, making the Philippines the
country with the lowest public debt. On this relatively low indebted-
ness the American backing to Philippine credit saves the Philippine
government yearly a sum equivalent to about one-seventh of its total
income. g

BUDGET SLASHING

The balancing of the Philippine budget would be a most difficult
task, if at all possible, to undertake. The basic fact of the sitnation
is that by the multiplication of government functions, especially the
maintenance of national defense and diplomatic service, government
expenditures will substantially increase on the one hand, and on the
other the taxpaying capacity of the people, by the weakening of the
economic sinews, will be reduced to impotence. Even with the prevalent
prosperity, there is abroad a general disposition against taxes, which do
not exceed $3 per capita.

A Filipino leader has stated that the government could be run on
one-third of the present cost; that s, on $1 per capita. This would
give the government a revenue of about $12,000,000 annually. This
looks alluring to the taxpayer. But can it be done? At present the
appropriation for publie instruction alone exceeds $9,000,000 a year.
This is for only 40 per eent of the school population ; the rest can not
be aceommodated on account of Inadequate funds. The operation of
the public health service costs $3,000,000. These two items alome,
which ean be reduced only with the most grievous consequences, would
eat up the entire revenue, A firsi-class battleship ecosts more than
$12,000,000. A diplomatic and consular service has to be set up.
Adequate armed foreces have to be brought Into being. Other indis-
pensable government services have to be provided for. With the most
stringent economy, and reducing government activities to the barest
necessity of even a skeletonized existence, the revenue of the govern-
ment would be hopelessly inadequate.

These are arithmetical facts. They ought to be met with plans
put into execution to organize the sources of revenue in time to pro-
vide the government with the requisites of life, A patriotic and
worthy people may have the greatest desire in the world to give
generously of their substance for the maintenance of the government,
but Intemtion to give is ome thing and capacity to give is another.
Under pressure of necessity, the temptation to resort to loans would
be great. Such course would manifestly be unsound.

Recently a Filipino government finance expert suggested that if
necessary to secure the separation of the Philippines from Amerieca,
loans could be floated in foreign countries and the proceeds applied to
the discharge of the obligations held in the United States. This would
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be making the debt burdens heavier. Tt wonld be substituting a rich
creditor with poorer ones. It would be projecting into dangerous flelds
of international finance and polities. The suggestion, though not called
for by any pertinent responsible proposal in America, simply shows
how overwhelmingly confusing would the fiscal problems be of 2 country
economically unprepared and not preparing.

The present status of the revenues and the commercial progress of
the country are presented as evidence of the country’s economic pre-
paredness to meet the obligations of nationhood. They are valueless
as such evidence, because the withdrawal of the commereial and finan-
cial protection of America would play havoc with the revenues and
unde the country's commercial progress. At this point the writer
wisghes to disavow the statement that economie independence should
precede political independence, for he does not mean that; what he
means i reasonable economic preparedness and timely economie
preparation.

The guestion of Immigration is of great moment to the Philippines.
The country can support conveniently 40,000,000 more people, It is
surrounded by countries with pressing over-population problems or with
a great need for new flelds for the economic betterment of their inhabi-
tants. They would gravitate toward the Philippines, exclusion laws
or not. An exclusion law must be backed by both moral and physical
force—especially physieal force.

The enforcement of such law is strictly a domestic concern of a
country. Its violation is not an infringement of international law.
An exclusion law against Japan would Invite vigorous action from the
Japanese Government. An exclusion law against the Chinese would
not stay thelr influx into the country; the mere impact of an immense
mass of people on an infinitely small mass would be irresistible. The
present exclusion laws are backed by the American Government. The
Japanese do not emigrate to the Philippines now on account of the in-
definite political status of the country, which is translated into uncer-
tainties in the commereinl sphere. It is signifieant, in this connection
that the Japanese investment in the FPhilippines is far and away
heaviest in the hemp industry, whose world market the political status
of the country does not affect. The immigration of large numbers of
Japanese and Chinese into the Philippines would make the economic
life of the Filipinos more precarious and dependent, and would upset
the country politically, socially, and psychologically, and eventually
bring about the obliteration of the Filipino race.

PANACEAS FOR SECURITY

The matter of reasonable security from foreign aggressions would be
a grave concern to the Philippines. At present there {s no such
problem ; America looks after that. The fear of external aggression 1s
foreign to the Filipino mind while with America. It does not enter
in the counsels of the government at present. The Philippine govern-
ment bhas not had a threat or danger of war to consider. Under such
circumstances the trust in diplomacy and treaties finds secure lodg-
ment in the hearts of the people, There are expressions of confidence
in grandlose principles galore, as If the millennium were at hand.
The cold fact is that the size of warlike armaments still largely deter-
mine the influence of a nation in world affairs. The fetching phrase
“ world conscience ™ has as many interpretations as there are countries
under the sun multiplied by the number of their respective Interests,

Japan spends a goodly portion of her income to keep an army and
navy adeguate for the defense of her interests. Would it be meet
for the Philippines, with similar interests to protect and situated in
the same strategic area as Japan, to have security without its usual
costs by merely asking Japan and others to sign a document and call
it the guaranty of Philippine sovereignty? Even Belgium, with her
solemn neutralization, spent vast sums of money to maintain her
magnificent army and the fortifications which caused the tremendous
German advance in 1914 heavy losses in men and material

There are several panaceas advanced for the security of a Philippine
nation. The principal ones are membership in the League of Nations,
neutralization, constitution into a buffer state between Japan and
Great Britain, and American protectorate. Enthusiasts declare that
any one of these panaceas, or the combination of them, would be easy
to get and satisfactory to all. What are the realities?

The League of Nations offers hope to small countries. But its
most sanguine advocate will not claim for it at present, and for some
time to come, such a force as would be sufficient for its members
to rely on for their safety. France, for instance, a leading member,
is not relying on the league for her security, but rather on her military
estahlishment, ber cconomic rehabilitation, and the endless series of
pacts and protocols relating to security, peace, and disarmament,
Besldes this, although its jurisdiction is world embracing, the non-
presentation of the Chinese extraterritoriality questions to the league
would raise the query whether that body is a concrete enough instru-
mentality to enforce international law in the Pacific. The situation is
therefore this:

The effectiveness of the league as 8 protector of small nations is yet
to be demonstrated, and as long as that ls not decisively demonstrable,
it is only common prudence for the Filipinos not to place their entire
trust in that agency for the security of their country. A suggestion
emanating from the league secretariat advanced the idea of a mandate
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for the Philippines, with possibly America as the mandafory in the
event of their separation, Someone in Geneva must have thought
with tragic humor that what is needed is a third party to bring
America and the Philippines to understand and appreciate each other
better. At any rate the suggestion has not found the faintest echo in
the islands.

A TIGHT PLACE IN THE LINE-UP

The neutralization of the Philippines would not be bad to have, if,
in the first place, it could be had; and, in the second place, it would
not reduce the Philippines into a vassal state. A neutralization treaty
imposes grave obligations on the neutralizing power, including the
waging of war to uphold the treaty. No nation would assume such
griive obligations without compensating concessions on the part of the
neuntralized state. When the Philippines give those concessions, they
would be infinitely less independent then than they are now. Those
concessions may include the establishment of extraterritoriality on the
plea of the safety of foreigners and their property to obviate the
happening of those things that might start international complications.
It may mean prohibition of certain acts of international import and
restriction of the full exercise of sovereignty, especially as relates to
foreign relations, It may even mean exclusive commercial advantages
and interference in domestic affairs.

With these obvious possibilities, and remembering the fate of the
Belgian neutralization, it would be well for the well-wishers of the
Filipinos to weigh the cause and effect of neutralization.

At this juncture it may be mentioned that apparently the most
plausible reason against remaining with America is that if the Philip-
pines were a separate country they would not be involved in a war
between America and another power in the Pacific. The idea would be
disillusioning. The Philippines, on account of their geographical loca-
tion and the political line-up in that part of the world, would have
as much chance to enforce neutrality by herself in case of a Pacific
emergency as Belgium had in 1914 or as a Balkan state would bave
in a Balkan conflagration.

It has been repeatedly said that the Philippines would be willing
to grant sites for naval stations to America upon their separation.
Coal bases and commercial entrepdts are not warlike establishments, but
naval stations are built for hostile purposes. Would not the granting
of the latter amount to a self-violation of neutrality in a possible
conflict in which America would be a combatant? At any rate, the
granting to a favored nation of sites for naval stations would be an
frritation to neighboring countries in time of peace and an invitation
to hostle operations in time of war. If those stations are reduced by
the enemy, could he be obliged to surrender them if the terms of peace
leave him free in the premises? Might not that be the beginning of
ever-widening spheres of influence?

The Philippines as a buffer state between Japan and Great Britain
is said to be a possibility, It is claimed these two countries would
keep each other from occupying the Philippines for their respective
good, Japan would want the Philippines for her over-population and
for the natural resources, which would Immeasgurably help her in her
program of industrialization; Japan's motive would not be covetous-
ness but the biologle urge of self-preservation. Great Britain would
look with disfavor on Japan occupying the Philippines. S8he would
have two principal reasons for her attitude. Ome is political, the other
economiec. The march of Japanese power and influence southward
would be a menace to British dominion in Australasia, The control
by Japan of the natural resources of the Philippines would give certain
important British industries a formidable competition which might
lead to Japanese commercial supremacy in the Pacific. It would seem
from this Dalancing of interests that the two countries would pursue
2 policy of noninterference with the Philippines.

However, In matters like this it is prudent to be skeptical. The
Thilippines are too strategically located and too well laden with rich
unexploited resources to remain unmolested for long. The political
independence and territorial integrity of Korea were specifically recog-
nized in the frst Anglo-Japanese alliance of 1902, but three years
afterwards, in the treaty renewing the alliance, England recognized
Japan's paramount interests in Korea which has since developed into
complete Japanese sovereignty over that country., Excuses and oc-
casions will be found. An example will suffice. A heavy Japanese
immigration into the Philippines—accompanied, truly enough, with a
government protestation of political indifference—would be sufficlent
to instill apprehensions in the British. Political maneuverings would
be started and the position of the Philippines would thereby become
precarious and problematical.

BAFETY IN WEAKNESS

The safety of the Kingdom of Blam is pointed out as a precedent
for the Philippines. Siam is a buffer State between the British and
French possessions in southeast Asia, As read in treaties, Siam en-
joys a plenltude of sovereign powers. In practice, those powers are
not so absolute. Great Britain and France occupy special positions
in the councils of the Siamese Government—Iinvisible, indeed, In mat-
ters of foreign relations, but actual in the administration of domestic
affairs. In a series of treaties of cession and delimitation, Siam lost
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extensive portions of her territory to those two countrles, The usual
reason given was to elarify their respective positions, help Biam, and
eliminate causes of misunderstanding, Ofttimes Siam was only a
technical or passively unwilling party to the pacts of amity and de-
limitation. Certainly the Philippines deserve a better fate than to
become a buffer State between even the most benevolent countries in the
world.

Another panacea for security, which by ite nature lends itself to
fervid oratory and platitude, is that the safety of the Philippines
would lie in their very weakness and helplessness. Many nations
would like to believe in such theory for themselves, but no nation
does in fact believe in it. Weak nations do not permit themselves
to remain weak, especially when they have a strong neighbor, but
enter into alliances for mutnal offense and defense. Besides, such
reliance on weakness would instill in the Filipino people a sense of
national inferiority which would destroy national pride and morale
to their undoing.

Among the Filipinos expectations have been rife that America
would consent to establish a protectorate over the Philippines. Per-
haps no greater disappointment could come to pass. Such a protec-
torate would politically project America more Intimately in the affairs
of Asia without possessing commensurate autherity. It s reasonable
to expect that as a nation, after the collapse of her commercial rela-
tions with America, the trade intercourse of the Philippines would
largely be with her neighboring countries. That intercourse would
carry the concomitant political incidents and problems. What possible
justification, unless it be the recurrence of an acute and silly altruism,
would America bave to look after the good of the Filipinos after
they have so insistently asked to be permitted to go their own way
alone without due regard to time and conditions? The urge of
gentiment and good sense would not be for America to protect the
Philippines, but te leave them to their own fate. When many Americans
favor the immediate separation of the two countries for the sake
of America's safety and treasury, the expectation of an American
protectorate would be an iridescent dream. :

A POLITICAL BAIT

Viewed as a Far Eastern question, the withdrawal of America from .
the Philippines might probably lead Japan to assert a Japanese Monroe
Doctrine for the west Pacific. In this the support of Great Britain
could be counted on. Japan could claim that she would be the country
in that region most interested in the preservation of peace. The
now historic twenty-one demands on China and the occupation of Korea
were justified by Japan on the general grounds of peace and defense.

America maintaining a protectorate in the Philippines would be
playing a weak and dangerous hand in the affairs of the Far East,
and it would be at once an irritation and an intrusion on the Japanese
efforts to secure tranquillity in the reglon in her own way., It is
safe to state that public opinion in America would be overwhelmingly
against assuming any responsibility for the Philippines, once the
political tie that binds the two countries is dissolved.

It is evident that the choice for the Filipinos is not between Ameri-
can sovereignty and Filipino nationhood, but between Ameriea and
some other nation. With the present state of International affairs
this issue becomes one of vital importance to the Philippines.

How about America’s security in relation to her present position in
the Philippines? Will it be maintained by remaining or by leaving
that country?

One of the principal objections to holding the Philippines is that it
weakens America's national defense by extending its line out some
4,000 miles from the Hawallan base, Experts admit that the Philip-
pines could be taken by an enemy in two weeks. But the loss of that
country at the inception of hostilities would serve to contract and
solidify her line of defense, while its occupation by an enemy would
not help the ememy nation strategleally. The reduction of Corregidor
at the entrance to Manila Bay by the enemy would not upset America's
major naval strategy. The only conceivable value that the ecapture of
the Philippines could bring to an enemy nation is a sentimental one—
that is, fortify the morale of its people.

In time of peace, as a demonstration of peaceful intent, the Philip-
pines have a sentimental value, too. The presence of America in the
Philippines, with their avowed military vulnerability, is a notice to the
world that America is not expecting an armed conflict with Japan,
and that Ameriea's position in that part of the world is not as a
sword pointed at the heart of Japan, as the Jingoes are wont to put
it. To the Filipinos it may appear that their country, in case it is
taken by an enemy upon the breaking out of hostilities, would pass
on to the enemy as a conquered territory, and as such their hope of
nationhood would be lost for all tlme. The possession of the Philip-
pines would depend on the ultimate issne of war. That is almost
equivalent to saying that they will remain with the United States.

There are treaties of recent dafe that affect America’s position in
the Pacific in general. The Washlngton Conference on the Limitation
of Armaments prodoced two treaties which have a direet bearing on
the Philippines. The four-power treaty binds the contracting parties
to respect one another's rights in their insular possessions and domin-
ions in the region of the Pacific Ocean. The Philippines are the terri-
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torial stake and the political Indueement of America In becoming a
signatory to the treaty. From this it would follow that their removal
from the sphere of American responsibility by the concession of matlon-
hood would invalidate that agreement, so far as it concerns America,
by the loss of the supporting consideration. The absence of a pro-
vision to meet that eventuality cam be interpreted only as signifying
that America assumed an obligation not to give up the Philippines

_during the life of the treaty, which runs for 10 years and is renewable

for another period.

Another relevant agreement is the naval-holiday treaty, section 19
of whieh deseribes an area in the Paeific in which the parties shall
maintain the status quo in land armaments. This sectlon is supple-
mentary to the provision regarding the scrapping of capital battle-
ghips. The Philippines are within the proscribed area. It stands to
reason that the abandonment of the Philippines would release section
19 and thereby disturb the naval equilibrium. The deduction to be
made from the existence of these two conventions is that the separa-
tion of the Philippines from America during their continuance would
require their revision for the purpose of redefining America's position.

THE POWER OF CONGRESS

The most vital political fact touching the Pacific international sit-
pation to-day is the scrapping of the Anglo-Japanese alliance by the
aforementioned four-power treaty. This has made for the crystalliza-
tion of Anglo-American accord in the Pacific, which, without a doubt,
is the strongest of the forces that support the Pacific stability. The
withdrawal of Ameriea from the four-power pact, which would follow
her withdrawal from the Philippines as a legal consequence, would
regult in the establishment of the status quo ante in the Pacific and
a new political line-up would be brought into being.

An analysis of the respective interests and purposes of the powers
tends to show that under the new alignment an Anglo-Japanese rap-
prochement would be created which would supersede the Anglo-American
accord. The result would be that America’s stabilizing influence in the
Pacific wonld wane, her influence would weaken, and one of her major
foreign policies—the open door in China—would be placed in jeopardy.
It logically follows that the course of America with reference to the
final status of the Philippines is now an element In her forelgn policy.
Thus the Phillppine problem occupies a wider area in the field of politi-
cal affairs than that embraced in national laws for the administration
of local government in the Philippines.

The permanent annexation of the Philippines has been suggested as a
solution to the Philippine problem. It is contended that Congress has
no power to let go the Philippines as a separate natlon in any case,
The contentlon is based on the theory that the treaty of Paris has made
the Philippines a part of America’s domain and that Congress is not
empowered under the Constitution to alienate American territory. As a
corollary to this theory, it is maintained that declarations of Presi-
dents as to policies and expressions of Congress as to intentions, though
giving rise to moral obligations, are subordinate to the fundamental issue
of whethier the relinquishment of American sovereignty over the Philip-
pines would not contravene the Constitution.” The Supreme Court of the
United States has not yet passed upon this constitutional question.

In the so-called insular cases the power of Congress over the Phil-
ippines has been described as general, discretionary, plenary, sovereign,
supreme, They have also enunciated that the Philippines are not an
integral part of the United States; that the Constitution is not in
operation there; and that the Filipinos are neither citizens of nor
foreigners to the United States. The affirmative determination of the
constitutional question will compel the concluslon that those Filipinos
born after the signing of the treaty of Parls are American citizens by
inherent right; the rest of the Filipinos would require a collective
naturalization to become American citizens. It is doubtful whether
there is any remedy in law that could be invoked to stop the granting
of nationhood to the Philippines if Congress should pass the enabling
act and the President sign it.

If permanent annexation is decided upon, the I'hilippines would be-
come an incorporated territory. Roughly speaking, the Philippines
to-day have all the advantages of such a territory and none of its
disadvantages. Under a territorial status the bulk of the local taxes
would go to the Federal Treasury; in the Philippines all taxes go into
the insular treasury and are spent locally. The change of status would
make the Philippines subject to the Federal income and other taxes.
The coastwise law would be extended; this would be inimical to the
Philippine-American trade. The prohibition law would be made opera-
tive ; the Filipinos, who are moderate drinkers, do mot want this
Economic standards would be upset and there would be general con-
fusion affecting deeply every department of life.

THER CONCENTRATED PHILIPPINES

If the Philippines are organized into a territory, they will become
eventually a State of the Union. A State 6,000 miles away, on the
other side of the globe, occupled by a people of different race and tra-
ditions, is unthinkable. It would jar the very foundation of the Con-
stitution of the United States, The Philippine delegation In Congress
would be the largest among the States. They would vote on matters
in which they could have but only theoretical interest. To think that
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a Philippine territory, once an accomplished fact, wonld remain as such
would be to discount the ambition of the Filipinos to have a demoeratie
government. The agitation of to-day for nationhood would be con-
tinued for statehood.

The appointment of a Filipino as governor of the territory would not
help the situation. At present a disagreement between an appointed
American governor and an elected legislature almost automatieally
places the former at a disadvantage before the electorate, and the ques-
tion of right and wrong becomes secondary. A struggle between the
legislature and an appointed Filipino governor would place the latter in
an even more difficult position. He would probably be derided as a
tool of en overseas soverelgn power. The proposal to convert the
Philippines into a Territory like Hawail would have a harder time to
pass Congress than a straight immediate-independence bill.

Another possible solution of the Philippine problem would be for
America to retain the islands of Mindanao and Sulu and grant the
rest of the Philippines absolute independence. This is different from
the so-called Bacon bill, which does not relate to separation, but’ only
to diminishing the jurisdiction of the Philippine Legislature by pro-
viding a separate administration for Mindanao-Sulu.

These two islands cover nearly one-third of the area of the Philip-
pines. They are probably the richest and certainly the least developed
portion of the archipelago. As a source of rubber they are most val-
uable. The forest resource, the immense unharnessed water power,
the more than 300,000,000 tons of iron-ore deposits, and the relative
freedom from devastating storms combine to make Mindanao-Sulu both
a temptation and a provocation.

LOCAL SELF-GOVERNMENT

The independence of the Philippines withont them raises interesting
possibilities. It means the territorial dismemberment of the Philip-
pines. It may mean also their economic devitalization. With Min-
danao-Sulu inside the American tariff wall, growing all the produets
of the Philippines, and the latter ontside of it, Philippine industries
would be unable to compete with the former In the continental United
States, If not also elsewhere. This reasoning can be met by saying
that the cost of labor in Mindanao-8ulu would be higher, and the tariff
protection would be neutralized. The counter answer is that either
America would gee to it that there was effective protection or that
oriental immigration would be permitted in Mindanao-Sulu. It is rea-
sonable to expect that with better wages in Mindanso-Bulu, Filipinos
in great numbers would find their way thither.

To a Philippine nation the presence of America at her very door
might be the solution of her problem of security. This might be con-
sidered a compensation for the loss of one-third of her territory, but
whether this is excessive or not is for the Filipinos to determine.

To America the retention of Mindanao-Sulu would accomplish all the
purposes that the entire Phillppines would serve. It would do away
with the problem of governing the Filipincs. She would have tropical
products, including rubber. The territorial stake under existing treaties
would be retained. She would have an Oriental trade outpost and sites
for naval stations. And from a strategic standpeint it would be much
easgier to protect Mindanao-Sulu than the other islands of the Philip-
pine Archipelago. These considerations, weighed in conjunction with
those affecting the Filipinos, would make the suggested solution a
worthy subject for study and analysis,

The establishment in the Philippines of complete local self-govern-
ment by Filipinos and deferred separation, with or without date in the
future, is receiving wide attention. The sovereign status of America
would suffer no diminotion or alteration. The Filipinos would draft
thelr own constitution, which Congress would have to approve before
it could go into effect. The Filipinos would elect their own governor.
The administration in Washington would be represented by a resident
commissioner, who would call to the attention of the President of the
United States those matters of International import and of fiseal con-
cern to the two countries. Over these matters the sovereign power
would have absolute and effective control. The free trade would be
continued. In general, the situation would be the same, except that the
position of the chief executive would be elective and the fundamental
law would be called a constitution.

This plan has been miscalled a dominion status and is likened to
the Canadian system, The comparison is not apt snd there is no
fundamental parallel between the two. The plan is looked upon by the
Filipinos as an improvement on and a step in advance of the present
organie law. It is calculated to silence the agitation ior separation and
make way for complete cooperation between the two countries, especially
in regard to the development of the natural resources of the Philippines.
It has been described as in line with the policy of America of glving
the Filipinos control of their local government as fast as it is demon-
strated to be justified, always retaining sufficient authority to curb
excesses, to act as a moderating influence and to prevent involvement
in International complications. In well-informed gunarters in both
countries this plan is ealled a happy solution of the Phillppine prohlem.

The present government under the Jomes law also has strong adve-
cates. They point out that what is needed to vitalize it and make it
gerve more effectively the cause of good government is to strengthen
the position of the chief executive, clarify the powers of the auditor,
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and provide for the elimination of deadlocks between the executive and
the legislative branches. The Filipinos oppose these proposals, alleg-
ing that they involve a diminution of-the autonomy granted the Philip-
pine legiglature,

The Philippine problem, accentuated by differences of opinion regard-
ing the administration of local affairs, goes on ag the leading topic of
the day, overshadowing the other concerns of the people. As a result,
the impression is produced that the maintenance of government is all
the peaple’s business. This develops into the idea that the people exist
for the government instead of the government for them. It is Con-
gress alone that ecan rectify the situation with a clear and final defi-
nition of the future relationship between America and the Philippines.

America’s work in the Philippines has been an epic of constructive
achlevements. It has meant to the Filipinos peace and security,
progress and prosperity, liberty and opportunity. On account of a bet-
ter standard of living, a happier frame of mind, and a more general
prosperity the present Filipino generation is stronger in constitution,
more equable in temperament, and broader in conceptions, There has
not been any commercial exploitation, official oppresgion, or abridg-
ment of the fundamental rights of the Filipinos. The Bill of Rights
in the United States Constitution is incorporated werbatim in the
Philippine organic law with two exceptions—the right to bear arms and
the trial by jury. These two rights are not denied the Filipinos, but
are left to the decislon of the Philippine Legislature.

The Filipinos have substantially all the rights and privileges of
American citizens, but none of the obligations, Their status is practi-
cally American citizenship with a vengeance.

They o not pay any Federal tax. They are immune from the opera-
tion of the immigration law, They do not contribute a dollar to the
support of the Army and Navy or the maintenance of the Diplomatic
and Consular Bervice. Filipinos are eligible in the military, naval,
civil, and merchant marine service of the United States. They are
admitted to the West Point Military Academy and the Annapolis Naval
Academy at the expense of the United States Government. There are
many Filipino officers in the United States Army in the Philippines, the
highest rank attained so far being that of major. Of the 12,000 men
in that army, 8,000 are Filipinos, There are thousands of Filipinos in
the Navy and the merchant marine,

The Philippines are represented in Congress by two resident com-
missioners elected by tbe Philippine Legislature, They are paid out of
the United States Treasury, It has been stated that since the Filipinos
do not pay any tax to the United States, a situation of representation
withont taxation is thereby created. The Philippine government is
self-supporting. The Philippine Legislature is composed entirely of
Filipinos. This body, besides having general legislative powers, is
invested with powers which a State legislature does not possess. It
has, with the approval of Congress, the power to legislate om postal
matters, coinage and currency, immigration and foreign tariffs, It has
the power to pass laws regarding the acquisition of Filipino citizen-
ship, It has ecomplete jurisdiction over the local income tax; it has,
subject to the approval of the President of the United States, control
of the public lands, forests, and mines, The Philippines have had
geparate representation in international postal, navigation, and other
nonpolitical congresses, a privilege never enjoyed by a State of the
Union as such. There is no prohibtion on the President to appoint
Filipinos on missions, commissions, and other bodies to look after the
interests of America,

The local government in the Philippines is completely in the hands
of Filipinos. This comprises the Provinces, cities, and towns. The
record of the local governments has been one of progress and efficiency.
The supreme court is composed of five Americans and four Filipinos;
the chief justice iz a Filipilno, With the exeeption of the governor
general, the vice governor, the anditor, and a few technical officials, the
entire Philippine government is manned by Filipinos, The percentage
of Filipinos in the government, not including school teachers, is 98.5 per
cent; with the teachers it is more than 96 per cent. Under the present
organic law, a Filipino can be appointed govermor general and the
entire government Filipinized.

The policy pursued by America in the Philippines is a sharp departure
from the colonial policies followed by Buropean mnations, Its corner
stone is the welfare of the Filipinos. Even the well-belng of American
citizens in the Philippines is subordinated to this. Certainly the un-
furling of the American flag over the Fhilippines has been a blessing to
the people in a thousand ways. The Filipinos are the better for it,
America is the better for it, the world is the better for it.

Mr. AYRES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the
gentleman from Alabama [Mr. BowrLixg].

Mr. BOWLING. Mr, Chairman and gentleman, the Cotton
Belt of the United States in the year 1926 created new wealth
that was added to the wealth of the United Stateg in the sum
of $1,000,000,000, the present value at the decreased and insuf-
ficient price of something more than 18,000,000 bales of cotton.
The fact that $1.000,000,000 and more of new wealth was
created by the Cotton Belt last year and added to the sum of
the wealth of the United States in that amount would ordi-
narily mean great prosperity to the community that created
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that wealth ; and if there were no discriminations, if there were
a fair division of the wealth, and if there were that equality
of opportunity that is supposed to be guaranteed by our Declara-
tion of Independence and our Constitution, then the possession
of more than $1,000,000,000 worth of new wealth would make
and cnght to make the Cotton Belt of the United States the
garden spot of the world and the standard of prosperity of
our country. [Applause.] That, unfortunately, is not true,
because through the operation of our artificial economie laws
of factitious conditions that have been produced by our busi-
ness organization and system and by legislation from the
Congress the South finds itself penalized for growing so much
cotton, and when the cry goes up for assistance the people
there are told that they must abide by the law of supply and
demand.

The law of supply and demand has worked against the cotton
farmer. He has made more cotton than the world wants this
year, and therefore the price has gone down. That would be
perfectly fair if everyone else under the flag had to have his
prosperity measured by that same standard, but there has
intervened our protective system—not only our protective-tariff
system, but there seems to have been engrafted upon America as
a lasting policy the matter of protecting not only the manufac-
turers but the railways through the operation of the Esch-
Cummins law, the bankers through the operation of the Federal
reserve act, labor through the operation of the immigration law
and the creation of the eight-hour day. None of these is re-
quired to measure and to secure itS prosperity through the
operation of the law of supply and demand.

The farmers of this country, not alone in the South but in
the West and in the great agricultural sections where the wheat,
the hogs, and corn are grown, have been led to believe all
through the summer by publications in the press, reflecting the
alleged opinions of those in authority, that this Congress would
come to the relief of agriculture in America. We have been
here now, counting out the Christmas holidays, since the 6th
day of December, and we who are deeply interested in this
sitnation hear nothing from those who are making up the pro-
gram for this Congress. The steering committee that tells us
what we shall and what we shall not consider so far has been
silent with respect to this great demand that is coming up from
the farms of America that they be guaranteed some of the
privileges and immunities that have been so liberally extended
to the industries of America as distinguished from agriculture.
I think that this is a fair expectation on the part of the farm-
ers of the United States, first, because they are unable to help
themselves. That is a strange sitnation, when we consider that
the biggest business in the world in volume and in dollars is
agriculture in America—bigger than the Steel Trust or the
motion-picture business or the automobile business. Yet the
farmers can not help themselves, and there are reasons for this.
First, we must cousider their poverty. They can not finance
themselves ont of their poverty.

The second reason is their number. There are millions of
them. The third reason is the fact that these millions are
scattered over hundreds of thousands of square miles of terri-
tory, making it impossible for them to come into physical con-
tact with each other. We have had it tried over and over
again, and still it appears to me that the impossibility of
effective organization has been demonstrated through the
Grange, the Farmers' Alliance, and I do not know how many
other organizations that farmers have made in an attempt to
take care of themselves as industry has taken care of itself
through organization; and they have all failed to assist the
farmer in holding his place in the march of progress and
prosperity. If he ean not help himself, who is to help him?
We do not want our American agriculture to lapse into the
condition of the peasantry of Europe, where practically all of
the people, as I am fold, belong to the tenant class.

We would desire to see the farmers of America still to be
landed proprietors, bound to the soil they own themselves,
and gather from it a reasonable profit for the industry and the
money they have invested in it. But when we see men grow-
ing enormous crops of wheat to feed the world and enormous
crops of cotton to clothe the world and when as a result of
their industry, economy, and good judgment they find them-
selves poverty stricken because they furnish the world with
cheap food and cheap clothing, it appears that this great
American Congress, that has so often intervened to save in-
dustry, that shows its tenderness of heart when disaster comes
to this and that community, should intervene with its tre-
mendous power and furnish the wisdom to stabilize American
agriculture. [Applause.] That is what we want done, so that
it should not make any difference in the long run whether
cotton is worth 12 cents a pound, as middling cotton is to-day,
or 20 cents a pound, if it should be worth that—it would not
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be long until business would be adjusted upon a 12-cent basis
or a 20-cent cotton basis.

When that is done then prosperity would follow as a matter
of course, and the cotton farmer would know when he planted
his crop that he wonld, within reasonable bounds, get a reason-
able price for clothing the world. There is more uncertainty
about the making of a cotton crop than anything else in which
man engages. It is the biggest gamble on earth, and in a sense
the cotton farmer—I do not know so much about the wheat
farmer, whether it includes that or not—but in a sense the
cotton farmer is the biggest gambler in the world in the sense
that he takes more chances than anyone else, He does not
know when he plants the crop how much cotton he is going to
make. After making it he can not control the price which he
will receive for it. He has to fight the grass, he has to take
his chances with insect infestation. There are other conditions
which intervene over which he has no control which may de-
gtroy his crop in a day. He does not know what day the hail
may come and wipe out a man's whole year's industry in an
hour's time. He simply does not know and ean not control these
things that are beyond human control. But he certainly should
have some contrel over what he receives for lLis own property
that is paid for with the sweat of his own brow. This power
we have given to every industry and financial system in the
United States, but the American farmer has to compete with
the whole world in the matter of farming. There is produced
outside the Unifed States mearly as much cotion as in the
United States. The wheat farmer has to compete with Crimea
and Russia and Argentina just as the cotton farmer has to
compete with the farmer in India and in Egypt.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. AYRES. I yield the gentleman the remainder of my
time. [Applause.] ‘

Mr. BOWLING. If he has to compete with the whole world,
as he does; when he has to take the world's price for what
he produces, because that is all it amounts to, then those who are
receiving in the same land to whom he is furnishing food and
clothing ought to be made to live by the same rule; and if, on

, the other hand, the power of this Government is put behind

industry, transportation, and labor to save them from having
to sell all they have to sell at the world's price, I say that it
is beyond gquestion nothing but fairness and simple, ordinary
justice between man and man for this Government now fo reach
out its hand and lift agriculture out of the slough of despond-
ency into which it has fallen and place it on the same level
with industry. [Applause.] So that the diserepancy will no
longer exist that he will sell his cotton for 10 cents a pound
and go into a drug store and buy it back at $1.60 a pound when
its name is changed to absorbent cotton; when he will go into
a store to buy a handkerchief which weighs one ounce, when a
pound of handkerchiefs is worth $1.60 made out of 2 pounds of
cotton for which he has taken 25 cents; when he will no
longer have to go into a store and pay from $5 to $7.50 per
pound for cotton voiles and cotton lawns and the other finer
grades of cotton products, materials made from cotton for
which he has been forced to take the world price in competi-
tion with the eotton farmers of Egypt and India. There is too
great a difference between 10-cent cotton and the $1.60 that he
has to pay. He is not getting his share of that $1.50 spread.
There is too wide a spread between 10 or 12 cent cotton and
the $7.50 that ke has to pay for his cotton voiles and lawns.

The reason why it is unfair legislation is because of the
organizations that are stronger and smarter than he is in the
matter of industrial organization, who are interested in keep-
ing him where he is, who get their money out of the poor
peasaniry instead of making it ont of the prosperous propri-
etor farmer, and who desire to keep him where he is; and
in order that he may retain this vast spread between the raw
material and the finished product he must have him turn the
profits into the coffers of those who are organized and able
to take care of themselves.

The farmers have been informed of the way that England
and Brazil have met similar problems. The producers of
rubber in the English Dominion were faced with disaster and
guffering because under conditions then existing they were
forced to sell their product at a price below the cost of pro-
duction. They, just as the American farmers, were unable to
help themselves, but the English Government came to their
rescue with money and organization and the system of mar-
keting which has resulted in vastly increasing the price of
rubber with a corresponding benefit to the producers of rubber;
the result has been a stabilization of the rubber market, the
elimination of violent fluctuations in price, and a profit to the
producer.

The same thing has occurred in Brazil with reference to
coffee, The coffee farmers of Brazil were in eveu a more
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deplorable condition than are the cotton farmers of America,
They were miserably poor, and through the operation of the
system then in existence they were forced year after year to
sell their coffee for what they could get instead of for what
it was worth. They appealed to their Government for relief,
Unlike the Republican Congress of the United States. which
s0 far has refused agricultural relief, the Brazilian Congress
responded with legislation wlhich raised the coffee farmers
from a condition of poverty to prosperity, and this without loss
to the Government that furpished the money to finance the
operation and without any advance in cost to the consumer.

It would appear to a reasonable mind that as much wisdom
exists in the American Congress to correct the evils which now
attend agricultural production in America as exists in England
and Brazil. If that wisdom does exist in the American Con-
gress it surely is high time that legislation should be enacted to
stabilize agriculture. A failure to legislate at this session of
Congress will force the American farmer to market his crop of
1927 under the same adverse conditions that now exist; and
such a failure to legislate at this session would be inexcusable
in the light of knowledge of present conditions. This Congress
shonld seriously contemplate the declining condition of Ameri-
can agricnlture, for this declining condition has resulted in the
almost universal demand of American farmers for legislation
which will place agriculture upon an equal basis with industry.

Information concerning the condition of agriculture is ae-
cessible to all who desire it, Successive reports from the
Department of Agriculture, surveys by various unofficial organi-
zations, the reports of various agricultural organizations, all
furnish uniform testimony to the effect that the condition of
agriculture is bad and growing worse.,

We must recognize the discrimination that has been practiced
both in legislation and business organization against the Ameri-
can farmer. The laws relating to taxation, both direct and indi-
rect, operate in such a fashion as to permit the passing on of
more then three-fourths of the taxes of a given industry to the
ultimate consumer. The farmer is the only great producer who
is unable under our present business structure to pass on to the
consumer his costs of production. He has never learned how to
pass these charges on, or, to put it another way, he is prevented
from passing the cost of production on to the consumer by dis-
criminatory laws. He is at expense for labor, for fertilizer, for
interest on investments, for taxes; and after paying all these
charges is compelled to accept not what his produet has cost,
plus a reasonable price, but is forced to accept whatever price
may be offered by those who want his product.

Industry, as distinguished from agricniture, has through
legislation erected artificial barriers which protect it from out-
side competition, The manufacturer is not forced to sell in
the American market at the price he receives for his surplus in
the world market. No such protection is offered to the farmer;
be is forced to take for the cotton he sells in America a price
that is fixed in Liverpool—that is, the world price. When he
is bound by the world price he i2 in competition with the world.
Now, if industry were measured by the same yardstick, it
would be perfectly fair all around. The Congress of the United
States should not extend a special favor to industry to the
neglect and at the expense of the cotton, corn, and wheat
farmers. They are entitled to the same benevolent considera-
tion that is extended to other classes of our population.

We see the result of this one-sided diserimination in the con-
dition of business in the South. The clerks are idle in the
stores. The goods lie on the shelves uncalled for. Overhead
expenses of merchants continue. No profits arise from the
sale of their goods. The reason is not far to seek for this stag-
nation in the retail trade. And that reason is that 3,000,000
cofton farmers have quit buying beeatise they have been forced
to sell their 1926 erop of cotton below the cost of production.
The manufacturing centers of America should view this situa-
tion with alarm, for if the retail merchants, the final dis-
tributers of their products, can not sell their stocks of goods,
the manufacturer in turn is forced to a decreased production,
with the consequent loss in profit, for the retail merchant is
unable to buy unless in turn he is able to sell. There is, there-
fore, a decreased demand for automobiles, radio outfits, cloth-
ing, farm machinery, tools, fertilizers, and labor, all of which
with mathematical certainty mean substantial decreased profits
for the products of American factories.

You can not suddenly eliminate 3,000,000 buyers from the
American market without a serfous disturbance of business
which presently will rcach every corner of the United States.

Now, what is the remedy for all of this? The answer is
simple, easily understood, and may be given in words of one
syllable. Prices of farm products must be stabilized. Insta-

bility and insecurity of price must give place to stability, We
have heard much about the dignity and importance of agricul-




ture, but that dignity and importance can not last indefinitely
in the face of the recurring losses that the farmers sustain
year after year when they market their products. The wide
fluctuations from year to year in the market price of cotton,
corn, wheat, and hogs spell ruin for American agriculture,

1 believe that this destructive variation in prices results from
the attempt to adjust each year's supply to each year's demand.
I have already pointed out a faect, well known to everyvbody,
that on the same acreage with the same investment wide differ-
ences in yields result from year to year. There are fat years
and lean years in production; a hundred acres in cotton may
one year produce 40 bales and the next year may produce only
20 ; this by reason of conditions wholly outside the control of
the farmer. We have had an unusual condition in the Cotton
Belt in that for the last three years in succession a surplus of
cotton has been produced, and this surplus has steadily re-
duced the price of the staple until to-day it is selling far below
the cost of production. I wish, however, to call to the atten-
tion of Congress this ontstanding fact: There is no such thing
as a permanent surplus. Surpluses are temporary. For the
last quarter of a century the so-called surplus has ranged from
a million to five million bales annually. If this were a real
surplus we would now have on hand around a hundred mil-
lion bales of cotton. Instead of that we have, at the outside
estimate, less than a year's supply. So, any farm relief legis-
lation must be directed to the handling of this surplus to save
the cotton farmer from the disasters which uniformly overtake
him by having to sell his crop at the world price.

Certain remedial legisiation has heretofore been proposed, the
main features of which are to set up an organization with a
sufficient working capital to finance the marketing of the ex-
portable surplus, fo hold it off the market until such a time as
there may be a demand at a reasgonable price—and I may say
in passing that this price should be such as to pay the cost of
production plus a reasonable profit, to the end that our farm-
ing population may maintain the American standard of living
and fairly share in our national income.

Substantially all of the suggested plans have proposed what
is known as the equalization fee. An equalization fee is a
charge laid upon every bushel of wheat and every bale of cot-
ton to be paid by the farmer and to be used to purchase and
remove from the market-the surplus. Three dollars per bale
on cotton, to be collected by a Government agent at the gin, has
been suggested. For the 1926 crop this would mean a tax of
$54.000,000 in addition to all the other taxes and charges
which must be paid by the farmer,

To the levying and collecting of such a tax I am opposed.
First, because it is wholly unnecessary. The Federal Govern-
ment is taxing the people of America to-day in the sum of
$3,500,000,000. Out of this vast sum an amount necessary to
care for the exportable cotton surplus is but a bagatelle, The
Federal Treatury could furnish this money and the people who
pay the taxes would never know the difference. A wise and
conservative management of the fund would secure the Govern-
ment against any substantial loss. Another reason why I am
opposed to this equalization fee is that it would be a discrim-
inatory tax. As has already been pointed out, Congress has
levied tax after tax, paid by the American people, of which
American manufacturers have received the benefit. Congress
has given hundreds of millions of dollars to the railroads.
Why, then, should we balk when it comes to lending on good
security fifty or seventy-five millions of dollars to the cotton
farmers in America to save them from disaster and set their
feet in the high road of prosperity? Farmers guarantee the
people of the United States against famine, they feed and
clothe the Nation, and this Congress should no longer permit
the existence of a system which forces the cotton farmer to
take less in dollars and cents for an 18,000,000-bale crop of
cotton than he would receive for a 12,000,000-bale crop.

Do you wish to see the farmer share the good things in life?
From the Potomae, from Virginia clear down to New Mexico,
where these millions of cotton farmers live, there are tens of
thousands of them who do not know where they are going to
get their supper to-night. I tell you the distress is rampant
down in that country, and all this in the face of this tremen-
dous contribution that they have made to the wealth of the
United States. These things ought not so to be. If these men
can not help themselves we ought to help them: and I lay it
on the conscience of the men who are making the program of
this Congress to get their united wisdom to bear on this gues-
tion, to find out and let us know whether or not they have the
sense to save the situation. [Applause.]

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Alabama
has again expired.

Mr, FRENCH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the
gentleman from New York [Mr. TAger].
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The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York is recog-
nized for 10 minutes,

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee,
I feel it my duty to say just a few words to you this afternoon
about what I regard as the actual truth concerning this cruiser
gituation and just what we should do in the circumstances. I
say this, having in mind the fact that I have always stood for
a good, substanfial Navy which is adequate to take care of the
needs of our country, and having in mind that our committee
in bringing in this appropriation bill showed its willingness
and its intention to see that the Navy was adequately taken
care of by increasing the amount which was provided by the
Burean of the Budget for engineering, which means repairs to
engines and machinery of our ships, by $250,000, by increasing
the amount which was reported by the Budget Bureau for
construction and repair of the hulls and upkeep of the ships
by $100,000, and by increasing that which was allotted to yards
and docks by £100,000.

Now, I want to give yon a pieture of what the relative
cruiser strength of the major navies is, as I see it, in just a
few words. Great Britain has built or has under construction
or appropriated for 54 cruisers. Of these, 34 are under 5,000

tons, and all but 4 of those 34, or 30, were built and completed - -

prior to 1920, so that, really, when you come to compare their
cruisers with our 7,500-ton and 10,000-ton ships, they have only
20 which are actually comparable. The others are smaller
ships, built for different purposes, and older, and of a class
which will be nearly worn out when it comes to the time when
those which we are now building are completed.

Mr. HOCH. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield there?

Mr. TABER. Yes. .

Mr. HOCH. Can the gentleman give us the average age of
the eruisers he mentioned?

Mr. TABER. I can not do that, becaunse in grouping those
we dre considering those which are built and appropriated for;
that is the way you get the 54 for the British. I would say
that 30, or more than half of the British cruisers, at the end
of the completion of the cruisers now building were all
built prior to 1920, and our ships, which really are first-
ﬁnigggd first-class ernisers, will all have been built subsequent
to g

Mr. HOCH. Can the gentleman give us just the average age?

Mr. TABER. I could not give just that figure, but I can say
that our cruisers that we count on are all more modern than
the average of the 54 British eruisers which are being consid-
ered. Thirty out of their 54 are not comparable from the age
standpoint with ours. y

Of the Japanese 25 that are built or building and appro-
priated for, 17 are under 6,000 tons under the point of ton-
nage of those that we are now building and that they are
now building; that is, we are not building any more of that
size,. Great Britain is not building any more; no one except
some of the smaller nations, Three of those 17 of the Japa-
n;g; are under 4,000 tons. Seven of their 25 will be back of
1922,

When you come fo consider all those things, we have 15 built,
building, and appropriated for; and we are not so bad off
when you come to consider all the factors relating to them,
because those that we have built or are building or which are
appropriated for or authorized are all of 7,500 tons and better,
I just wanted the House to think of that situation.

Personally, if there had been no other consideration, I should
have been very much in favor of building three cruisers this
year, because, I believe, in order to have as many as Great
Britain has that are of the first class, we ought to have those
three; and I think we would have to go along with another
program after those were done unless something happened. But
a delay of this year does not mean a great deal. It simply
means that we will not be adding to the cruisers now
under construction. The actual date of completion can be
advanced enough by future appropriations of money if a dis-
armament conference does not go through, so that the actual
date of completing these three cruisers would not be affected
very much whether we appropriated for them in this bill or
not, That is just the actual situation.

The President of the United States has asked us fo leave
them out. He has asked us fo do it because he, being the per-
son charged with the conduct of our foreign affairs under the
Constitution, feels that there is enough chance of a disarmu:-
ment conference going through, so that he wants us to do
it. Therefore I am not going to be one of those who attempts
to take the management of our foreign affairs out of the
hands of the person who is charged with such management by
the Constitution of the United States. i

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr, TABER. Certainly.
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Mr. VINSON of Georgia, Does not the gentleman know that
the representatives to the preliminary Geneva conference are
confronted with a proposition that can not be reeonciled in

the method of disarmament unless other nations recede from |

the position that is now maintained? In other words, is it not
a fact that of the 19 nations which assembled at Geneva for
the purpose of arriving at an agreement of naval disarmament
14 of the nations refused to follow the line of comparison that
was suggested by our representatives, which caused a disagree-
ment, and that unless those 14 nations reverse their position
there is no hope for a limitation in reference to auxiliary
craft in the method Tiow pointed out.

Mr. TABER. I uonderstand that the major portion of what
the gentleman has stated is true, but he is going just exactly
back to the situation that confronted us in 1922, when Presi-
dent Harding called a disarmament conference at Washington,
when everyone all over the world was saying that was going
to be a failure and when, as a matter of fact, it was put across.
The situation is such that I believe the very same thing can
be done now if we in America show eur faith, show our good
will and an earnest endeavor to put that through.

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. The difference between the sifua-
tion now and the situation in 1922, when President Harding
called the Washington conference, is that we then had 800,000
tons of ships that we could afford to scrap, while to-day we
have nothing in anxiliary craft that we can afford to scrap.
If the gentleman will give us ships to serap no doubt we can
reach an agreement, but the gentleman will not give ns any-
thing to offer in the interest of a reduction in armament.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from New
York has expired,

Mr. FRENCH. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentleman the re-
mainder of my time.

The CHATRMAN. The gentleman from New York is recog-
nized for seven additional minutes,

Mr. TABER. That might be the situation if the countries
which have eruiser strengih—which is the only thing under
consideration here—took the attitude that they were not willing
to come into a disarmament conference, but that is not the
situation. Both England and Japan have shown every evidence
of a willingness to come into a disarmament conference, and
they are the only two countries which have ecruiser strength
comparable with ours. Why should we let the fact that some
one else, who has pothing like that comparable strength, in-
fluence our judgment on how we should proceed diplomatically
to bring about a situation which will protect not only the peace
of the world but the Treasury of the United States,

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Of course, the gentleman and
everyone in the House is very much interested in a further
limitation of auxiliary craft, and would not the gentleman do
anything he could to help bring that about?

Mr. TABER. Absolutely. |

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. The American representatives
which the President sent there have said that if yon will carry
out the 1924 program and lay down the three cruisers they will
be in a better position to accomplish what they were sent
there for,

Mr. TABER. But the President of the United States, who
is charged with the responsibility of carrying on those nego-
tiations, does not feel that that is the situation,

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. But the men he sent there have
testified that if you will earry out that program they will be
in a better position to accomplish the fulfillment of the mis-
sion they were detailed to perform.

Mr, TABER. Nevertheless, the President has taken this
position and he believes it will best serve to bring about a
disarmament conference, and the fact that some men who
hiave been over there representing the General Board of the
Navy feel some other way does not change my opinion one
jota. This is the sitnation: We rely on the members of the
General Board of the Navy and upon the admirals and chiefs
of the bureaus to tell us the facts that they kmow, but the
diplomatic pohcy is generally understood to be governed not
by those who would fight our battles and who are trained
for that but by those who are trained to carry on the dip-
lomatic affairs of our country.

Mr. BRITTEN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TABER. Yes.

Mr. BRITTEN. How does my friend reconcile the atti-
tude of the President when in one breath the President sug-
gests that we do not appropriate for ships already authorized
and in the next breath the same President requests the pres-
entation of a bill carrying an authorization for 10 more
ernisers?

Mr, TABER. Because the 10 more cruisers, in the ordinary
jand natural course of events, would not be considered for

]
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appropriation until the next ses<ion of Congress, and it is
just an ordinary routine step that might be taken to prepare
Congress {o make appropriations for cruisers, if the necessity
arises, at the next session of Congress in the event no disarma-
ment conference is held.

Mr. VINSON of Georgia.

Mr. TABER. Yes.

Mr., VINSON of Georgia. From the gentleman's statement
made a moment ago, is not that same thing true in reference to
the three in the bill now?

Mr. TABER. No; because the President has stated that he
believes that the bringing about of a disarmament conference in
the coming——

Mr. BRITTEN. Ten years?

Mr. TABER (continuing). Vacation period of Congress will
be best aided and most advanced by leaving them out in this
instance, and inasmuch as by forwarding the appropriations
which are necessary to be made we c¢an bring about the comple-
tion of these cruisers, if we need them, just about as quick if
we appropriate for them next yedr, I can see absolutely no pos-
sible escape from the conclusion that we should follow the
President’'s wishes,

Mr. WAINWRIGHT, Will the gentleman permit a question?

Mr, TABER. Certainly.

Mr. WAINWRIGHT. Does the gentleman himself really,
honestly, believe there is the slightest chance of any naval dis-
armament conference outside of the processes of the League of
Nations within the next year or the next five years?

Mr, TABER. Yes; I think the only chance of having one,
and having it successful, is outside of the League of Nations.

Mr. UPDIKE. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TABER. Yes.

Mr. UPDIKE. I would like to ask the gentleman if he does
not think that the Members of the Congress are charged with a
responsibilify also in respect of keeping our national defense up
to the standard?

Mr. TABER. Oh, the Congress of the United States is
charged primarily with that responsibility, and I have not any
intention in any way of shirking that respounsibility in the
slightest. [Applause.]

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from New
York has expired; all time for general debate has expired, and
the Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
SALARIES, OFFICE OF SECRETARY OF THE NAVY

Secretary of the Navy, $15,000; Assistant Secretaries and other per-
sonil services in the District of Columbia in accordance with the classi-
fication act of 1023, §154,880; in all, $169,880: Provided, That In ex-
pending appropriations or portions of appropriations, contained in this
act, for the payment for personal services in the District of Columbia
in accordance with “ The classification act of 1923," the average of the
salaries of the total number of persons nnder any grade in any burcau,
office, or other appropriation unit shall not at any time exceed the aver-
age of the compensation rates specified for tbe grade by such act, and
in grades in which only one position is allocated the salary of such
position s!;a]l not exceed the average of the compensation rates for the
grade except that In unusually meritorious cases of cne position in a
grade advances may be made to rates higher than the average of the
compensation rates of the grade but not more often than once in any
fiscal year and then only to the next higher rate: Provided, That this
restriction shall not apply (1) to grades 1, 2, 3, and 4 of the clerical-
mechanfeal service, or (2) to require the reduction in ealary of any
person whose compensation was fixed as of July 1, 1924, in accordance
with the rules of section 6 of such act, (3) to require the reduction In
salary of any person who Is transferred from one position to another
position in the same or a different grade in the same or a different
burean, office, or other appropriation unit, or (4) to prevent the pay-
ment of a salary under any grade at a rate higher than the maximum
rate of the grade when such higher rate is permitted by * The classifi-
cation act of 1923, and is specifically authorized by other law.

Mr. HUDSON. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last
word for the purpose of asking the chairman of the committee
in charge of the bill a guestion. Does this mean that it pro-
vides for increases of salary in any case but a decrease in
salary in no case? Even though it may be meritorious to de-
crease a salary, it can not be done under this act?

Mr, FRENCH. I would say that is something that can be
done at this time, and will be able to be done under this bill.
We do not touch that. That is entirely administrative.

Mr. HUDSON. Does it simply provide then for increases in
salaries?

Mr. FRENCH. What this does is to provide for making
promotions according to the classification act. One of the pro-
yisions is that in grades where there is only one-person, that

Will the gentleman yield there?
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person may be promoted notwithstanding the average of the
grade limit, and other than that, we are simply carrying out
the provisions of the classification law under which promotions
may be made within the several grades. It is a standard pro-
vision. It was carried last year in this bill and is carried in
all the bills.

Mr. HUDSON. Then, as I understand the chairman of the
committee, this does not change the general purposes of the
classification act?

Mr. FRENCH., Oh, no; not at all.

The pro forma amendment was withdrawn,

The Clerk read as follows:

GUNNERY AND ENGINEERING EXERCISES, BUREAU OF NAVIGATION
For trophies and badges for excellence in gunnery, target practice,
engineering exercises, and for economy in fuel consumption, to be
awarded under such rules as the Secretary of the Navy may formulate ;
for the purpose of recording, classifying, compiling, and publishing the
rules and results; for the establishment and maintenance of shooting
galleries, target houses, targets, and ranges; for hiring established

ranges, and for transporting equipment to and from ranges, $46,650.

Mr. HUDSON. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last
word. I would like to ask the chairman of the committee
with respect to the language in line 13, does the Navy possess
any permanent ranges or are they hired or rented from year
to year?

Mr. FRENCH. Three of them are owned by the Navy; one
at Guantanamo, one at San Diego, and one in the New Eng-
land States. We have been following the practice of also
leasing some ranges.

Mr, HUDSON. To what extent?

Mr. FRENCH. Not to any great extent. I would say it
fluctuates. It would depend on where the ships are stationed
and the demand at a particular place in excess of the accom-
modations.

Mr. HUDSON. My thought was that if these are estab-
lished ranges that are being hired year after year, it ought
to be the policy of the Committee on Naval Affairs to bring
in a recommendation authorizing the purchase of them rather
than to spend money in hiring them year after year.

Mr. FRENCH. Generally speaking, that is the policy wher-
ever we use the ranges to any considerable extent.

The pro forma amendment was withdrawn.

The Clerk read to line 18, page 16.

Mr. BRITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the
last word, and I do so for the purpose, if possible, of making
an arrangement with the gentleman having in charge this bill
80 that in the event the reading of the bill is completed within
the next hour or hour and a half, we may have a vote on the
crniser amendment the first thing to-morrow after the conven-
ing of the House. My reason for suggesting this to the com-
mittee is that a number of the Members of the House on both
gides, some opposed to the proposed amendment and some in
favor of it, have departmental matters to attend to and want
to leave for a couple of hours this afternoon. If such an
arrangement could be made, I am sure it would expedite the
business of the House to-morrow. 1 realize, of course, this
would bave to be done by unanimous consent.

Mr, O'CONNELL of New York. Reserving the right to ob-
ject, I should like to ask the chairman of the committee in
charge of the bill if it is not possible to finish the bill in its
entirety to-day?

Mr, FRENCH. Mr. Chairman, in answer to both of the
questions, probably a short statement should be made by the
chairman of the subcommittee. My thought is, from the in-
terrogations that have been made during general debate, that
the chief attention of the House focuses upon three or four
questions that follow page 41. My thought is that more time
will be required, possibly, on any one of those subjects than
will remain after we shall have reached that page. This being
the case, I plan when we shall reach the Bureau of Aero-
nautics, page 41, to move that the committee rise, carrying the
forther consideration of the bill over until to-morrow.

Mr. BRITTEN. That is perfectly agreeable.

Mr. BUTLER. Yes; that is fine; thank you.

Mr., McKEOWN. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the
last word. Mr. Chairman and gentleman of the committee, it
seems that there is a good deal of confusion in the minds of
Members of the House, as well as of the committee, as to
just what we want to do in regard to carrying out this naval
program which was instituted some time ago. You will recall
that I was opposed to this program of setting out years in
advance a great program, but the House overruled me, and I
suppose the country is satisfied with it, and I thought I would
go along with the President. Now it seems that he was opposed
to the building of the three cruisers, but somebody talked to
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him and now he is for the crulsers. I am in the shape of the
fellow that wants to stand by but does not know where to
stand, [Laughter.]

Here is the trouble, gentlemen—I think:-the Navy ought to
be kept up to a good standard, but we went into a disarmament
conference and set the fine example of disarming, We wanted
the world to disarm, we were going to lower the taxes and
lift the burdens off their shoulders. What did we do? We
went into the conference and absolutely scrapped every good
ship we had—=$300,000,000 worth of ships, and kept a lot of
worthless old hulks that we are obliged to scrap now. Who
advised that kind of a program? If you were going to scrap
vessels, why did you not scrap the old hulls, the ones that you
knew you would have to scrap in a few years? If that is
economy I do not know what economy is.

Mr. O'CONNELL of New York. Will the gentleman tell us
who authorized the disarmament conference?

Mr. McCKEOWN. President Harding called it, but the Navy
made up the program of sinking the ships. Now, here is the way
I look at that: You are talking peace with your lips and whet-
ting your swords with your hands. That is what you are
doing. You say we are going to have peace, and then you
come in with a great program of building up a lot of war
machinery.

I will tell you what is the matter. The armor-plate men
got in their work at the disarmament conference. It was not
in their interest to have those old ships scrapped because they
knew that if they could scrap the good ships in a short time
tJ;e old ones would have to be rebuilt or new ones put in their
place.

They say that England is not earrying out her program. I
tell you that you are propesing a program for the United
States to go out here and spend millions of dollars building
up a great Nayvy and put us in the attitude where we can not
be relied upon. You ought to set a good example,

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Okla-
homa has expired.

Mr. McKEOWN. I ask for five minutes more.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. McKEOWN. Here is the situation, and the people ought
to understand it. We have fo take care of the defense of this
country. We are not Navy men, we are not Army men, except
a few Members who have had special training. We have to
see that the Nation is taken care of and the man IS recreant
to his duty if he stands here and lets the country lie defenseless.
Here you are going out and lavishing the taxpayers’ money
on everybody's war scare that comes up here without anybody
knowing the real facts. If the outfit that scraps $300,000,000
of good ships was right, who is right now?

I have to base my judgment on the experts; and when the
experts come along here, one standing one way and another
another, and the President standing one way to-day and an-
other way to-morrow, where am I to go to and what are you
to do? [Applause.] Let us have some settled policy.

Mr. HUDSON. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MCKEOWN. Yes.

Mr. HUDSON. Will the gentleman inform the House whether
he is in favor of more cruisers or not?

Mr. McKEOWN. I am in favor of standing by the Budget
for this year. I am in faver of building aircraft for this
country to keep it up with the countries in Europe. You are
not anywhere near up in your aircraft.

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. The gentleman says that he is in
favor of keeping up the aircraft program. Does he know that
the Budget and the subcommittee lack $7,000,000 of appropriat-
ing what Congress fixed as the maximum figure last year to
keep it up? And will the gentleman help us to carry out
that program?

Mr. McCKEOWN. I want to know this from the gentleman
before I agree to squander any more money on airships. I
want to know what the Navy has done with what we have
given them. I want them to give us an accounting of what
they have expended; and if they have made good use of it,
then I am willing to give them some more, but I am getting
tired of spending millions and millions of dollars in aircraft
and then complaining that we can not get a fellow who can
fly anywhere, You know Will Rogers says that he flew all
the way from Berlin to Moscow in one ship of the Russians,
and they have not made enough progress yet for us to recognize
them. [Laughter.]

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Will the gentleman go one step
farther—and 1 know the gentleman is sincere in his attitude
on the aviation matter—will he help us add a dirigible to this
bill, so that we can make these long trips?
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Mr, McKEOWN. Well, I want to tell you about that. We
have been dirigibling a lot over here. We bust a couple of
them and lost about $15,000,000, and I think we better get
somebody who can draw a proper plan, so that we will know
that the dirigible will stay in the air when it goes up.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Was it not an American fiver who first
went to the North Pole?

Mr, McKEOWN. Yes; and that was a great and distin-
guished service.

Mr. WOODRUFF.
made that trip?

Mr. McKEOWN. Yes. But then if you have just one or
two isolated planes, why do you come in here and say that
you have 300 planes or 500 planes that are not fit to be nsed
and complain and say that we are sending up our flyers in
planes that are useless and, therefore, that they have to be
serapped ?

Mr, O'CONNELL of New York. The recommended program
called for a thousand planes at the end of five years,

Mr. LAGUARDIA., And will the gentleman from Oklahoma
inform the gentleman from Michigan that it was an American-
built plane but a Fokker design.

Mr. WOODRUFF. Oh, I understand that, but it was an
American-built plane,

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Okla-
homa has again expired.

Mr. WINGO. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last
two words. I am not exactly sure where my friend from
Oklahoma [Mr. McKeowx] is going. He said himself that he
was somewhat confused and did not know where to go, but I
hope he will not go off with this modern theory that he, as an
elected Representative of his distriet in Oklahoma, has not
enough intelligence to determine what is necessary for the
national defense, and that that must be left to the decision of
one man appeinted to office for a long term, with a hobby to
see how much he can save and not how the Congress can dis-
charge its constitutional duty to the country. [Applause.] I
suppose that I am out of step with those, including my friend
from Oklahoma and some of my Democratic colleagunes, who
seem to be inoculated with the idea that there is truth in the
propaganda continually fed to the American people, that the
American Congress has neither the intelligence nor the char-
acter to discharge its constitutional duty, but that we have
to surrender our function to “The Lords of the Budget,” I
have great respect for the Budget Director. I have great re-
spect for the Comptroller General in the discharge of his duties.
1 have my ideas about a budget. I believe a budget is very
necessary to ee that the policies that Congress lays down with
reference to the expenditure of public funds are carried out
by the executive departments.

The question of a Navy is certainly one that Members of
Congress have a right to determine for themselves. I refer
now to the general policy. Of course, when it comes down to
the design of the ship and all those other technical profes-
sional things, the common horse-sense thing to do is to provide
the funds and to say to those men who have been trained at
Government expense, “ Now, you discharge your duty as we
have discharged ours.” I know there are just as many obstrep-
erous and unreasonable men in percentage in the Navy Depart-
ment as you will find in each branch of our Congress, but I
would not ask the gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr, McKEown]
to condemn the entire Navy Department because he does not
agree with a few men there, any more than I want the country
to condemn the whole Congress on account of the derelictions of
a few of us. I have faith in representative government. I
have faith in the capacity of this House to determine the kind
of Navy that we ought to have. I am not going to talk at this
time about what I think about the Washington conference,
though I shall at some future time. It matters not what
happened; it makes little difference who was to blame for
what bappened ; it makes little difference, so far as the purposes
for which we will be called upon to vote fo-morrow are con-
cerned, who was or who was not fo blame. In any event, the
fixed policy that was admitied under the Washington confer-
ence was a 5-5-3 ratio. We can all agree upon that. Surely
none of us can be accused of extravagance, surely none of us can
be sald to be reckless with the taxpayers' money, if we insist
in our humble way that at least the Navy that was permitted
us by that conference be maintained by us by the necessary
appropriations. [Applause.]

No one can accuse me of being a militarist, I can appreciate
a very clear distinction between the danger of militarism over-
throwing a free pecple when that militarism seeks to exert
itself through an organized army on land, but no people’s
liberty has ever been overthrown by a navy upon the high
seas. There is a clear distinction, I think, in d what

And was it not an American plane that
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you will do for an army and what you will do for a navy when
it ecomes -down to taking into consideration the danger that
may arise from militarism. There is nothing to this ery about
surrendering to militarism when we come to appropriate for
a navy. I can not escape this conclusion. I never want to go
through another experience such as I went through when we
declared war. A man is not fair to himself if he is so self-
opinionated never to confess any mistake. In my more reflective
moments constantly this question comes home to me. What
would have happened if in the years preceding the World War
we had had a Navy that was capable of coping with any
threat that might come to our independent action?

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman from Arkansas
has expired.

Mr. WINGO. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to
continue for five minutes more.

The CHAIRMAN, Is there objeetion?

There was no objection.

Mr. WINGO, Could we have prevented being involved in
that conflict? No one can answer that question. All that is
behind us. But we should profit by that experience. It is
reasonable to me, it appeals to my sense of reason, to my logical
processes in considering these things, that one of the best
guarantors of peace for this Nation in the future is to be sure
that our strength upon the high seas shall be such as to com-
mand the respect of those who fear only force. I was one of
those individuals who had hoped that the world was sick and
tired of war, that we had learned our lesson that never again
would the world go back to the old, old beaten path with groups
of diplomats, with one nation seeking advantage of another,
and groups of nations being organized to balance the power of
each group. But you have to face the facts. Where is the
world to-day? The rest of the world is back to the same old
mental attitude. Is it not? You can not pick up your papers
in the morning but to read the threat of war between this
nation and that nation, of an effort to win one little Balkan
State or another little Balkan State from some great power to
rearrange the balance of power of Europe. You know, gentle-
men, by the history of the past what may result. You know
if that course is pursued by the nations of the earth it will bring
about the same result as was brought about in the past. Then,
gentlemen, is this Nation so impoverished that we can ignore
the necessities of the national defense?

I believe in economy, public as well as private: but I believe
that this Nation is rich enough, and I believe the taxpayers
are not only capable enough from the financial standpoint, but;
I believe they are willing for  this House to vote every doilar
that is necessary to give us such a Navy as will not only be
balanced, but will be commensurate not alone with the power
of this Nation, but commensurate with the responsibility of
this Nation in helping to maintain the peace of the world.
If we do less, and do it in the name of economy and in try-
ing to play politics with the Budget estimates, we shall be
guilty of the worst kind of dereliction of duty.

This thing rises above petty politics. It is a question of
national defense. No other consideration should move us in
doing our duty. If we need So many cruisers we ought to have
the courage to say to the taxpayers, “ You must pay for the
cruisers.” And if you do not need them, then do not vote
for them. But the American people are entitled to have an
adequate Navy to maintain our prestige and our responsibility
in the world, and to make our voice heard when, above the
turmoil and the strife of warring conflicts in the rest of the
world, we can say, “ Peace, be still,”” and maintain the orderly
economic progress of all peoples, and the development and
welfare of all nations. Give us a Navy that will maintain our
voice for peace in the councils of the world. That is the
thought that is in my mind. [Applanse.]

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the pro forma amend-
ment is withdrawn. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

BALARIES, NAUTICAL ALMANAC OFFICE

For personal services {n the District of Columbia, in accordance with
the classification act of 1923, §$29,560.

For pay of computers on piecework in preparing for publication the
American Ephemeris and Navtieal Almanac and in improving the
tables of the planets, moon, and stars, $2,500.

Mr. MONTAGUE. Mr. Chalrman, I move to strike out the
last word.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Virginia moves to
strike ount the last word.

Mr. MONTAGUE. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com-
mittee, I ask your attention for a moment. I had not expected
to participate in this debate. I am not competent to discuss,
the technicalities of a naval bill, but I have some convic-
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tions as they relate themselves to world-wide conditions and
ourselves,

I do not desire to criticize the conference upon the limitation
of armaments, held, I believe, in 1922. 1 do not think the
signatory nations have violated that agreement; certainly not
its letter, and perhaps not its spirit,

I say that for the reason that those nations considered
the guestion as to whether or not they would include naval
vessels under the gize of capital ships, and after a thorough
discussion of that question, the participating powers deter-
mined to exclude all except capital ships and scout cruisers;
and the latter only as to tonnage; that is, 10,000 tons. There-
fore it Is perfectly competent for those nations to build any
number of cruisers they want, and all other types of ships,
provided they are under 10,000 tons.

Of course, gentlemen, it is perhaps lamentable—and I do
not mean this as a partisan criticisn—that we went so
far as to bar ourselves from fortifications anywhere south
of the Hawaiian Islands, because, if I understand anything
about our warships, they have no cruising radius to fight
from the Hawaiian Islands at a distance essential to the pro-
tection of the Philippine Islands. But that I leave aside.

The argument is presented that we shall not give considera-
tion to the maintenance or the enlargement and reinforcement
of our Navy because there is in sight a conference for the
limitation of armaments. I asked the distinguished gentle-
man from alabama for his authority for such a conference.
Where is it? Is it in the heavens, upon the earth, or upon
the seas? Where is any definite, concrete proof that the
United States can secure a conference for the limitation of
armaments? I make the assertion with diffidence, but con-
fidence in my own mind, that the request of the Unifed States
for a conference on the limitation of armaments will fall
upon deaf ears. The only powers that can bring about a
conference for a limitation of armaments is the League of
Nations, which may ask it. They desire to assume the ini-
tiative, and they will not listen to America’s assumption
of precedence or initiative.

I regret to make this statement, but I ecan not escape that
conclusion. The President therefore very wisely, as I now
recall, made the statement that now was not an auspicious
time to snbmit a request for a conference for the limitation
of armaments. As I see it, we have no prospect of such
a conference.

What is our position in the world? Are the nations so
friendly to us that they will come to our rescue at any mo-
ment on our ery? Has America in her long history stood more
barren or destitute of friends than she stands to-day? I do
not criticize any party or any administration of our Govern-
ment for that situation but the situation is obvious.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Virginia
has expired.

Mr, VINSON of Georgia.
minutes.

Mr. MONTAGUE. I submit the contention or the state-
ment fo the House that America is alone to-day in the world.
We must stand together if we wish the peace of the world;
and if we will not stand together, in what position are we
in assuming such a prodigious and solitary responsibility with-
holding any association for a leagne of nations or an inter-
national court of justice, and with no practicability for a dis-
armament conference? There is not a plan or device for
peace to-day to which Ameriea lends any real assistance. I
am not ecriticizing; I am narrating facts. Therefore if
we have no friends to whom we can appeal, if we have no
associates among the nations of the earth on whom we ecan
rely for cooperation, and when, on the other hand, we are con-
fronted with almost malignant hate, we must inevitably stand
alone and tread the path which nations have pursued for
generations; and if we must pursue that path, we must carry
the arms necessary for protection.

When we resist the appeals of nations for cooperation and
protection, then we must give to the people of America, whom
we represent, that protection which our solitary position inex-
orably necessitates.

With respect to the number of cruisers and other ships, I do
not know. I witnessed one war when a great majority in this
House said there would be no war. I voted on one occasion—
being the only member of my delegation—for an increase of
the Army and the Navy, and my vote was a source of per-
sonal embarrassment. 1 was only solaced but not satisfied a
few months later when our own house was afire and we did
not have the preparation we should have had. Who can tell?
Shall we await the event to tell us?

I am inclined at this juncture not to enter upon a great
building program, but we should at least show the nations of

I yield to the gentleman five
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the world that we have an appreciation of our safety and the
means to defend it.

I suppose as men grow older in public office they naturally
reach that state of mind, which John Stuart Mills ence spoke
of in a rather remarkable aphorism, that in our younger
days we think too much of progress, while in older and ma-
turer years we think too highly of security. But whether
young or old, I submit that the first duty of this hour is the
security and safety of the American people. [Applause.]

Now, one other observation, and I am through. This House
can not relieve itself of its duties by delegating the responsi-
bility to the President of the United States. There is a docu-
ment which we have severally sworn to support, and which, I
hope, still has binding force upon the Congress. In enumerat-
ing the powers of Congress this document—the Constitution—
declares:

The Congress—

Not the Executive, not the judiciary, but the Congress alone—

ghall have the power * * * To declare war * * *
To raise and support armles * * *
To provide and maintain a Navy.

There is not a word or letter in the Constitution which im-
poses that duty upon the President. His duty is to execute
and enforce the laws enacted in pursuance of that authoriza-
tion. [Applause.] I say that in no criticism of the Presi-
dent. I respect all of the Presidents of the United States, and
especially the present incumbent, but our respect and our
loyalty to the President can not relieve us of our obligations
under the Constitution which are primarily and fundamentally
our responsibility and our duty. [Applause.]

The CHATRMAN, The time of the gentleman from Virginia
has again expired,

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
the gentleman from Virginia may proceed for one additional
minute in order that I may ask him a guestion,

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Pennsylvania asks
unanimous consent that the gentleman from Virginia may pro-
ceed for one additional minute. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. BUTLER. - Remembering well everything the gentleman
has said, and being impressed with his last sentence, is the
gentleman quite sure that the President does not want to build
these three cruisers?

Mr. MONTAGUE. No; I am not, I will say to my distin-
guished friend from Pennsylvania; but there has cropped out
in the debate an apparent desire to relieve us of our duty and
put it upon the President.

Mr. BUTLER. Who made the Constitution you read? I
understood the Americans made it, and America will provide a
way to defend it.

Mr. MONTAGUE. I will say that in the last analysis the
people of the several States made the Constitution of the United
States. [Applause.] If I had been less provincial, I would
have told the gentleman who I think wrote most of it
[Laughter.]

The pro forma amendment was withdrawn.

The Clerk read as follows:

BUREAU OF SUPPLIES AND ACCOUNTS
PAY, SUBSISTENCE, AND TRANSPORTATION OF NAVAL PERSONNEL

Pay of naval personnel: For pay and allowances prescribed by law
of officers on sea duty and other duty, and officers on waiting orders—
pay, $28,170,569; rental allowance, §5,832,128; subsistence allowance,
$3,608,400 ; in all, $37,571,097 ; officers on the retired list, $5,044,284;

=,

for hire of quarters for officers serving with troops where there are no |
public quarters belonging to the Government, and where there are not |
sufficient quarters possessed by the United States to accommodate them, |

and hire of quarters for officers and enlisted men on sea duty at such
times as they may be deprived of their quarters on board ship due to
repairs or other conditions which may render them uninhabitable,
$1,000; pay of enlisted men on the retired list, $1,752,328; extra pay
to men reenlisting after being honorably discharged, $2,056,325; inter-
est on deposits by men, $2,000; pay of petty officers, seamen, landsmen,
and apprentice seamen, including men in the engineer's force and men
detailed for duty with the Fish Commission, enlisted men, men in trade
schools, pay of enlisted men of the Hospital Corps, extra pay to men
for diving and cash prizes for men for excellence in gunnery, target
practice, and engineering competitions, $64,465,208; outfits for all
enlisted men and apprentice seamen of the Navy on first enlistment at
not to exceed $100 each, civilian clothing not to exceed $15 per man
to men given discharges for bad conduct or undesirability or Inaptitude,
reimburgement in kind of clothing to persons in the Navy for losses
in cases of marine or aircraft disasters or In the operation of water or
alrborne craft, and the authorized issue of clothing and equipment to
the members of the Nurse Corps, $2,280,783; pay of enlisted men under-
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going sentence of court-martial, $225.500, and as many machinists as
the President may from fime to time deem necessary to appoint; and
apprentice seamen under training at training stations and om board
training ships, at the pay prescribed by law, $1,612,000; pay and
allowances of the Nurse Corps, including assistant superintendents,
directors, and assistant directors—pay §649,080, rental allowance §24,-
000, subsistence allowance $20,805, pay retired list $4,500; in all,
$£608,385 ; rent of quarters for members of the Nurse Corps; pay and
allowances of Fleet Naval Reservists of the classes defined in sections
22 23, 24, and 26 of the act of February 28, 1925, $7,980,000; reim-
bursement for losses of property under act of October 6, 1917, $5,000;
payment of six months' death gratuity, $150,000; in all, $125,753,000.

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Mr., Chairman, I move to strike
out the last word, for the purpose of obtaining some informa-
tion from the chairman of the subecommittee. Does the amount
of $64,465.208, appearing on page 28, line 15, limit the number
of enlisted persounnel of the Navy?

Mr. FRENCH. What we have undertaken to do is to make
provision for 82,500 enlisted men, the same as the current year.

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. As a matter of fact, is it not cor-
yect that Congress authorized an enlisted sirength of 86,000
men some years ago? We have an authorized enlisted strength
of- 137,000, but the actual enlistment is fixed by Congress
through the appropriations they make.

Mr. FRENCH. Well, the gentleman will recall that the pro-
vision for 86,000 enlisted personnel was made for a particular year.

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. What I want to ascertain from the
gentleman is this: Is the subcommittee of the opinion that
82,500 is all the enlisted personnel the Navy requires to carry
on the naval missions it is now performing?

Mr. FRENCH. That is the judgment of the committee; yes.

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Would it not be better for the
gentleman’s subeommittee to reach some figure and stay there,
instead of year by year changing, so the Navy Department will
know definitely what the poliey of Congress i§ and whether
the number is going to be 86,000, 82,000, or whatever number,
g0 they can allocate these men and regulate the Navy accord-
ing to the number of men they have?

Mr. FRENCH. It is the position of the subcommittee that
the number of men provided for should have relation to the
seryice for the particular year. Generally speaking, the serv-
ice runs approximately the same from year to year. Some
years one group of ships will be out of active service, as, for
instance, the three battleships this year and the three battle-
ships last year; another year other ships may be out; next
year we will have two additional airplane carriers coming in,
and we must have regard for the need of men rather than a
policy that would set up a specific number of men as a sort of
shibboleth to appropriate for, regardless of whether we need
their services or not.

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. I would like to ascertain from the
gentleman, as I inquired of him yesterday, where he is going to
put these additional 5,000 men that he stated last year were
necessary. Is it not a fact that in view of three ships coming
back in commission that have just been overhauled, together
with the Saratoga and Lezington coming in commission, that
it is necessary to have more than 82,500 men to man the ships
with the complement that should be required?

Mr. FRENCH, No; and it does not follow that there is any
inaccuracy in the statement of plans of a year ago. You might
assume that on the basis of the period of the year within which
the aircraft carriers will be in full commission and the period
of the year that the three battleships will be in full commission,
they would take a pro rata share of approximately 5,000 men.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Georgia
has expired.

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous
consent to proceed for five additional minutes.

The CHATRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Georgia?

There was no objection.

Mr. FRENCH. You might assume that. Then if you could
find the men to take eare of that sitnation in other activities of
the Navy, it would be foolish to incorporate 5,000 additional
men to meet that particular purpose.

Mr, VINSON of Georgia. One would be justified in assnming
that the 82,500 men in the Navy now are required, and that you
have got to have that many men in the Navy to take care of the
ships with the complement they now have, is that correct?

Mr. FRENCH. We think approximately 82500, for which
allowance was made for the current year, will be adequate to
take care of the sitnation for this year, and a like number will
meet the situation for next year,

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Then the only conclusion one can
reach is that the ships now have too large a crew or else when
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you put in commission the two carriers you have got to get the
men by further enlistments.

Mr. FRENCH. No; it might mean that some other ships
would not be in the service,

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. That is the point I wanted to bring
out. Can the gentleman tell the committee what ships his sub-
committee contemplate taking out of commission g0 you ean
operate the Navy with the 82500 men when two ships that
require 2,300 men go into commission this year?

Mr. FRENCH. We have assumed that the Neveda and
the Oklakoma would probably be withdrawn for a portion of
the year from full commission to undergo large overhaul. We
have assumed that upon the proposed allocation of men on
the basis of 86,000, that one or twe of the older types of
cruisers wonld also be withdrawn and that a number of men
would be released there. We have also recognized that the
three ships undergoing major overhaul will be in commission
only -part of the year, and likewise that same situation will
probably be true touching the two airplane carriers.

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. This is the situation, is it not?
Three ships go back into commisison that have been recon-
ditioned.

Mr. FRENCH. For part of the year.

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. And in addition to that, two ships
that require a complement of 2,340 men, go into commission
the same year; and yet the gentleman proposes to operate the
Navy with 82,500 men by taking out two ships that only have
1,300 men on them. Now, does not the gentleman think that
in view of the ships coming into commission, the Saratoga and
the Lerington, which are airplane carriers, that he should
reduce the complement of the other ships to make up the en-
listed persomnnel on those two ships? Does not the gentleman
think that is the proper course to pursue to take care of these
ships and to at least have an enlisted strength of about
84,000 men?

Mr. FRENCH. No; I think that will not be necessary.

Mr, VINSON of Georgia. Of course, the gentleman in his
subcommittee, by withholding the money, can cut the per-
sonnel down to 60,000 men; but the Congress could authorize
an actual enlistment of 137,000 if it saw fit to do it, and as
long as the gentleman regulates the strength of the Navy by
the amount of money he appropriates, of course the gentle-
man can make a ship perform with a complement of about
85 or 90 per cent. But when he does that, does not the gen-
tleman recognize the fact that he is inferfering with the
training of the enlisted personnel and that the Navy is not
operating as efficiently as it would if you gave them sufficient
money to have a full complement?

Mr. FRENCH. We are not reducing the complements for
the coming year below what they are for the current year, I
would say to the gentleman from Georgia.

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Is it not a faet that they are too
low for the current year? We have in commission the same
number of ships we had when we had 86,000 men and yet you
are operating the ships with 82500 men. Now, one of two
things naturally follows. We either had too many men on the
ships when we had 86,000 or we have not enough when we
have 82,000. I trust the gentieman hereafter, when he looks
after the personnel of the Navy, in trying to ascertain how
many men should be in the Navy, will bear in mind that the
very life of the fleet depends upon the personuel, and when he
is strangling the personnel of the Navy he is, in turn, limiting
the functions of the fleet.

I withdraw the pro forma amendment, Mr. Chairman.

My, FRENCH. Mr. Chairman, I want just about a minute
to reply to the statement of the gentleman from Georgia and
to reiterate what I said yesterday.

The committee recognized when the proposed allocation by
the department through the Budget came to the committed on
the basis of 86,000 enlisted personnel that it was proposed
that 60,117 be allocated to sea duty. We have provided in the
bill for that number. We have then provided in the bill
approximately as many men for shore duty as were on shore
duty last September. The two figures together give approxi-
mately the figure of 82,500; or, in other words, an adegquate
number of enlisted men to meet the situation for the eoming
fiseal year.

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FRENCH. Yes.

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. I , from the gentleman’s
statement, that the amount carried that permits them to have
82,500 is the amount that the Budget sent to the gentleman's
subcommittee?

Mr. FRENCH. That is correct.
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Mr. VINSON of Georgia, Then the gentleman goes on record
as saying that the Budget says they shall have 82,500 men
and you accept the Budget's statement regardless of what the
conditions of the fleet might require.

Mr. FRENCH. Oh, no; the gentleman does not understand
me, 1 think, that way. The fact of the matter is that alloca-
tion is the allocation that went from the Navy Department to
the bureau as to how the Navy Department would allocate
86,000 men if it had them to allocate,

Mr, VINSON of Georgia. The gentleman will bear in mind
it is not so much an alloeation of the men. Youn have got
82,500 men to function in the Navy. Of course, the policy of
the department is to put one-third of them on shore and two-
thirds afloat, but the point is you have not enough men to man
the ships to the full requirements of the ships, and when the
Budget said 82,500 no doubt the Navy Department had fought
for more and had asked for 84,000 or had asked for 86,000, and
the Budget said, “ We will only give you 82,500, and then the
gentleman’s committee says that is all the Navy can have
because the Budget says S82,500.

The point I make is this: For one I am opposed to the
Budget making the appropriations. I want Congress to make
the appropriations. I want the subcommittee to ingqunire what
the actual need of the various departments is, regardless of
what the Budget says. Read the hearings and you will find
that the chairman asked this gentleman to make a statement.
You know there is an Executive order prohibiting an officer of
the Army or the Navy from telling the Appropriations Com-
mittee that the department needs more money than the Budget
recommends. The Budget recommends money for 82,500 men,
and the admiral or any other officer is precluded by an Execu-
tive order from telling the gentleman from Idaho and his
subcommittee that they need more money unless the gentleman
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from Idaho asked him the question. If you read the hearings
you will not find very many inquiries where they are asked
if they need more money than the Budget recommends. Of
course, we know that nine times out of ten the committee
follows the recommendations of the Budget. I trust that the
gentleman from Idaho in the future will make these inquiries,
and, if he can, put five more ships in commission and still man
them with 82,500 men, when the ships that we have got in
commission to-day require 82,500 men, then I will say he is
some juggler of figures. [Applause.]

Mr. BACON, Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last
two words for the purpose of asking unanimous consent to
insert in the Recorp a table prepared by the Navy Department
showing how they will dispose of the men if they are only
allowed 82,500. It shows that 16 battleships of the first line will
have to run with 90 per cent of their complement, It shows that
103 destroyers of the first line will have to be satisfied with
87 per cent of the complement.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York asks
unanimous consent to extend his remarks in the Rscorp in the
manner indicated. Is there objection?

Mr. BLACK of New York. Reserving the right to object, I
want to point out to the gentleman that if the entire 276 de-
stroyers were in commission that the chairman of the sub-
committee stressed as a part of the Navy they would be manned
by 40 per cent of their personnel.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

There was no objection.

Mr. BACON. And in elosing I wish to indorse evt'rything
that the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. ViNsos] has said. He
is absolutely right.

The following is the table referred to:

Proposed operating force plans of seagoing forces and personmel for fiscal year 1523

Comple- | 4y
owance Allowance Allowance Allowance
Item menis 09 | ARDZE® | Por cont | AYDEAIC | Por cont | AR | Por cont | AGEAN | Per ont
1 | 18 battleships, first line_ . LAl AN L 19,372 17,480 90.2
e | 2 battleships, first line (reduced complement) 2,368 600 25.3
3 | 2 cruisers, second line_ - ..o coooooaaaooio 1,246 042 75.6
4 | 10 light cruisers, first line__ 4,200 4,070 04.8
5| 2lig l.mnserﬁ e 1 R e ot s 572 542 97
6 | 2 aireraft carriers, first Hme. ... eiieeee- 2,46 2,28 .0
7 | 1 aircraft carrier, second line. ___ ..o o2 309 4.8
5 1 2 mine layers, second line (Dradent daty) <o et 605 574 .9 1
9| 108 dasl.royars. et lne s s e T 11,742 10, 300 87.7
10 | 6 light mine layers. __ M L 5 95
11 | 48 submarines, first Jine... ..._......... 1,872 1,872 100
12 | 29 submarines, second Hne. .. oo oceemiecmeeneaee- 841 841 100
13 | 5 fleet submarines, first line..___ 366 1361 8.6
14 | 12 patrol vessels, gunboats. ... ..o ] 1,004 M8 9.4
15 | 6 patrol vessels, ‘converted yachts 560 602 107.5
16 | 6 auxiliaries, dLﬁtl'O)"[‘I o e S SIS e oY 2,538 2,458 96.8
17 | 6 auxiliaries, submarine tenders.. 1, 766 I, 683 9.8
18 | 1 auxiliary, aircraft tender_.___ b 271 M7
10 | 2 auxiliaries, repair ships 003 B72 6
20| 2 au.nhsnes, store ships. 356 350 04.6
21 | 1 auxiliary, collier..... e 166 157 845
22 | 9 auxiliaries, oflers__.._..... 1,051 3 U 3 R A |7
2 | 1 auxiliary, ammunition ship... = 177 168 B e e R A e e s e e e
24 | 3 auxiliaries, cargo ships.._. =l 311 209 6 ) P S AR e AT | MR O] AR T T el il O Y TS0 N
25 | 2 auxiliaries, transports. . ] 615 584 9.9 bt AR ST |SX A I IS = IV Ly Gl N b i = B
26 | 2 auxiliaries, hospital ships.... 732 1440 BL3 |- 2 BIREY
27 | 7 puxiliaries, occan tugs. ... 308 202 948 | L e
2 | 7 a:m]ia;m, mine sweepe; 1,472 1,285 87.3
20 | § auxiliaries, miscellaneons... .. ___. 732 693 046
30 | Flag complement._________ 1,161 1,102 049
oI T T S S N e e S o s L0 |-t
82 Total afloat._. .. =i o I
SR ANINEsR g L T e T e e e 3,004 |
34 | Naval distriets (exclading avigtion) ... oo ooeiimieeae Joocciacaeaid 2,111 |.
335 Total ashore and afloat _..___. 5 st 80, 730 |

1 Oklahoma and Nevada full complement (+ 1,650 men).
13 light cruisers, second line (Cleveland in commission).

Mr. COYLE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the
amendment. I want to state at this time that there is a maga-
zine in my hands the current number of which has an article
that bears out the statement just made by the distinguished
gentleman from Georgia, It is worth while for any Member
interested in the maintenance of national defense fo read this
article before we vote to-morrow on some of these amendments.

Mr. O'CONNELL of New York. If the article is so good, I
think the gentleman ought to name the magazine and the author
of the article.

Mr. COYLE. The name of the magazine is the Atlantic
Monthly and the article is by Clifford Albion Tinker. He is
entirely unknown to me or to anyone I have talked to, but it is
an able article nevertheless,

4 full complement; 1.9 per cent.
41 full, 1 reserve. :

As long as I have mentioned it, I want to call attention to the
fact that in the same magazine is another article very ably
reviewing the year's performance in Congress and the Federal
Covernment generally. The first part of the article says con-
cerning the Morrow Air Board, of which the gentleman from
Georgia [Mr. Vixson] was a distinguished and patriotic
member :

The appointment of the Morrow Air Board was the most statesman-
like act of the present administration. That board submitted its
report in December, 1923. Its recommendations, based on exhaustive
investigation by disinterested experts of first ability, furnished out a
fairly complete guide for Congress in legislating for the needs of
Army, Navy, and commercial aviation. I make no doubt that the
future historlan will find that its aviation legislation (following in a
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general way recommendations of the board) was the most important
achievement of the Jate session. Commercial aviation has not yet
found its stride, but it will ere long, suddenly, amazingly. Aviation
will soon be in the very forefront of the Nation's activities.

The Clerk read to the bottom of page 39.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the spelling of the
word “ Puget ” will be corrected in line 22, page 39.

There was no objection.

The Clerk read as follows:

Submarine base, Pearl! Harbor, Hawaii: Improvements toward gen-
eral development, $365,000.

Mr. FRENCH. Mr. Chairman, I have here a copy of a letter
and a set of resolutions sent to the President of the United
States by the officers of the Federal Council of the Churches of
Christ in America, transmitted to me by direetion of the Presi-
dent. I ask unanimous consent that the letter and resolutions
be incorporated in the Recoxp at this point.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Idaho asks unani-
mons consent to extend his remarks in the manner indieated
by incorporating therein the communieation referred to.

Mr. FRENCH. Probably I should say that the documents
bear upon the position of the President respecting future limi-
tation of armament programs, the three-cruiser program, and
matters relating to the same.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Idaho. ;

Mr. BACON. Mr. Chairman, reserving the right to object,
would the gentleman from Idaho also be willing fo have in-
serted at this time resolutions signed by eighteen-odd patriotic
societies in favor of an increased Navy program?

Mr. FRENCH. Does the gentleman offer such resolution?

Mr. BACON. I will offer it; yes.

Mr. McSWAIN. Will the gentleman from New York please
tell us what the societies are and where they are, and perhaps
gome of the rest of us might have something to say in the
matter.

Mr. BACON. T was referring to the American Defense
Society, the National Civie Federation, the Chamber of Com-
merce of the State of New York, and other such patriotic and
civie societies. I shall withdraw my reservation of objection
and at the same time ask unanimous consent to insert this
resolution.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman withdraws his reserva-
tion. Is there objection to the request of the gentleman from
Idaho?

There was no objection. ;

The letter and resolutions referred to by Mr. FRENCH are as
follows:

FEpERAL COCKCIL OF THE CHURCHES OF CHRIST IN AMERICA,
New York, Washington, Jeruary §, 1927,
The PrESIDEXT OF THE UNITED STATES,
Washington, D, C.

Sm: It is onr duty and honor to convey to you the inclosed copy
of a resolution adopted by our administrative committee on December
24, 1926, with reference to the policy of the administration stated in
your message to Congress of December 7, 1928, urging the imporiance
of a positive program for reduction of naval armaments and opposing
an immediate inerease of our cruiser-building appropriations.

Respeetfully and sincerely yours,
Rev, 8. PAREES CADMAN,
President.
Grorcge W. WICKERSHAM,
Chairman,
Right Rev. CHARLES H. BRESNT,
Vice Chairman,
Rev. CHARLES 8. MACFARLAND,
General Secretary Federal Council of the
Churches of Christ in America,
Rev. 81pXEY L. GULICE,
Becretary Commission on International
Justice and Good Will.

e —

THE NAYAL BUILDING POLICY OF THE UNITED STATES

The administrative committee of the Federal Council of the Churches
of Christ in America notes with profound satisfaction the following
important utterances bearing on the policy of the United States with
reference to enlarged expenditure for naval armament:

1. In his message to Congress on December 7, 102G, President Cool-
idge stated that the proposed expenditure of $680,000,000 for the
coming fiseal year for the Army and Navy provides “ the most adequate
defensive force our country * has ever supported in time of peace;
and that “as a whole our military power is sufficient.”

2, On December 8, 1026, in his message regarding the Budget, the
President stated furtber that * po provision is made in the estimate
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for the Navy Department for commencing the construction of the
remaining three of the eight light cruisers” already authorized, be-
cause “this country is now engaged in negotiations to broaden our
existing treaties with the great powers which deal with the elimination
of competition in naval armaments”; and that “it would be unfor-
tunate at this time and not in keeping with our attitude toward these
negotiations to commence the construction of these three cruisers.”

3. The Hon, Charles BEvans Ilughes said when Secretary of State
that *“ So far as we can see into the future the United States is not
in the slightest danger from saggression; in no single power and in no
possible combination of powers lies any menace to our security.”

4. And the Hon, Frank B. Kellogg In a message published December
24," 1026, afiirmed that “one of the greatest obstacles to such under-
standing and sympathy (between nations) is brought about by competi-
tive armaments on land and sea. History has shown that thls com-
petition is one of the conditions most pregnant In provoking fear,
followed by armed hostility.” Moreover, outstanding leaders in many
lands have recently made numerous significant declarations along the
same lines, stating among other things that * the next step should
be a geocral agreement for the reduction and limitation of armaments.”

5. And, finally, in his Omaha address in 1923 President Coolidge
declared that " our country has definitely relinquished the old stand-
urds of dealing with other countries by terror and force and is definitely
committed to the new standard of dealing with them through friend-
shlp and understanding,” And in his sesquicentennial address at
Trenton on December 29, 1926, the President reaffirmed his convictions
when he said, “1 do not believe that we can advance the poliey of
peace by a return to the policy of competitive armaments.”

Therefore be it resolved by the odministratice committee of the
Federal Council of the Churches of Christ in America—

First. That it inform the President and Congress that it whole-
heartedly supports him in his opposition to enlarged naval expendi-
tures for the building of additional cruisers at this time,

Becond. That it commends the poliey announced by President Cool-
idge for broadening the application of the spirit and prineiple of the
limitation of armament formuiated at the Washington conference
and earnesily hopes that Congress will cooperate with the President
in every possible way in bringing the nations into conference to carry
out this policy,

Mr. BACON. Mr. Chairman, I make my request for unani-
mous consent at this time, :

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York asks
unanimous consent to extend his remarks in the Recomp by
inserting the document to which he has referred. Is there
objection ¥

Mr. BLACK of Texas. Mr. Chairman, reserving the right
to“object, is it one resolution or are there 40 sets of resolu-
tions?

Mr. BACON. One set, signed by many organizations,

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

There was no objection.

The resolution referred to by Mr. Bacox is as follows:

Resolution of December 23, 1028

Whereas we look with grave concern upon the present condition of
the Navy and the fallure to maintain the 5-5-3 ratio and particularly
to provide for the full force of modern vessels, which can be main-
tained in accordance with our treaty obligations, and

Whereas we consider the poliey of the Government toward the Army
one that demands the attention of all Ameriean citizens with particnlar
reference to its malntenance in size and provision for the proper
dignity and health of officers and henlth of men; now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the chairman be authorized to appoint a national
Army and Navy preparedness committee representative of the patriotie
societies and eivie organizations to urge upon Congress the proper main-
tenance of our defense forces, such eommittee to convene at the request
of the chair, eleet their own officers, and determine their own program
of action,

(The following organizations were present and signed these reso-
lutions :)

The National Security League, Army and Navy Club of America,
Manhattan Chapter Reserve Officers Association, Military Order of the
World War, New York Chapter of Military Order of World War, New
York Junior Board of Trade and Transportation, American Defense
Society, The Government Club, Chamber of Commerce of the State of
New York, Daughters of the Revolution, Daughters of the Revolution,
SBtate of New York, Military Boclety War of 1812, Veteran Corps
Artillery, Military Order of Foreign Wars, United States Junior Naval
Reserves, Sons of the American Revolution, Soldiers and Sailors Club,
New York University Chapter of Seabbard and Blade.

Mr, FRENCH. Mr. Chairman, I move that the committee
do now rise.
The motion was agreed to.
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Accordingly the committee rose; and Mr. TmsoN having
assumed the chair as Speaker pro tempore, Mr. CHINDBLOM,
Chairman of the Committee of the Whole Touse on the state
of the Union, reported that that committee had had under
consideration the bill H. R. 15641, the naval appropriation
bill, and had come to no resolution thereon.

Mr. O'CONNELL of New York rose.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. For what purpose does the
gentleman rise?

Mr, O'CONNELL of New York. For the purpose of making
a parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. O'CONNELL of New York. Whether it is the intention
of the chairman of the subcommittee to take this bill up and
complete it immediately after the reading of the Journal to-
morrow and make it the continuing business until we finish
the bill?

Mr. FRENCH. Mr. Speaker, the chairman of the subcom-
mittee hopes that may be the program, and expects it will be,

Mr. O'CONNELL of New York. Very well.
ADJOURNMENT
Mr. FRENCH. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House ‘do now

adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; and accordingly (at 4 o'clock
and 11 minutes p. m.) the House adjourned until to-morrow,
Thursday, January 6, 1927, at 12 o'clock noon.

COMMITTEE HEARINGS

Mr. TILSON submitted the following tentative list of com-
mittee hearings scheduled for January 6, 1927, as reported to
the floor leader by clerks of the several committees:

COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE
(10 a. m.)

To establish a Federal farm board to aid in the orderly
marketing and in the control and disposition of the surplus of
agriculture commodities (H. R. 15474).

COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS
(10.30 a. m.)
Commerce Department appropriation bill,
COMMITTEE ON BANKING AND CURRENCY
(10.30 a. m.)

To amend the Federal farm loan act (H. R. 15540).
COMMITTEE ON ELECTION OF PRESIDENT, VICE PRESIDENT, AND
BREPRESENTATIVES IN CONGRESS
(1030 a. m.)

To amend Federal corrupt practices act, 1925 (H. R. 15341).

COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS /
(10.30 a. m.)

To authorize oil and gas mining leases upon unallotted lands

within Executive order Indian reservations (H. R. 15021).
COMMITTEE ON MILITARY AFFAIRS
(1030 a. m.)

To hear General Patrick and Assistant Secretary of War
Davison on the progress made in the five-year program of the
Air Corps,

COMMITTER ON PATENTS
(10 a. m.)

To protect trade-marks used in commerce, to authorize the

registration of such trade-marks (H. R. 13486).
COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC BUILDINGS AND GROUNDS
(10 a. m.)

Authorizing the erection of a sanitary fireproof hospital at
the National Home for Disabled Volunteer Soldiers at Dayton,
Ohio (H. R. 13499).

To authorize the purchase of a post-office site at Tamaqua,
Pa., subject to mineral reservations (H. R. 15016).

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

Under clause 2 of Rule XX1V, executive communications were
taken from the Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

844. A letter from the president of the Georgetown Barge,
Dock, Elevator & Railway Co., transmitting the annual report
of said company for the year ending December 31, 1926; to
the Committee on the Distriet of Columbia.

845. A communiecation from the President of the United
States, transmitting a draft of proposed legislation approving
the action taken by the Secretary of Agriculture, in using funds
from appropriation for the eradication of foot-and-mouth and
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other contagious diseases of animals, to extend immediate re-
lief to owners of crops and livestock damaged or destroyed by
hurricane in the State of Florida during September, 1926 (H.
Doc. No. 626) ; to the Committee on Appropriations and ordered
to be printed.

LPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII,

Mr. COLTON: Committee on the Public Lands. H. R. 13212,
A bill granting certain lands to the cifty of Bountiful, Utah, to
protect the watershed of the water-supply system of said city;
without amendment (Rept. No. 1666). Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the state of the Union,

Mr. SWOOPH: Committee on Invalid Pensions. H. R. 13450.
A bill granting pensions and increase of pensions to widows
and former widows ol certain soldiers, sailors, and marines of
the Civil War, and for ofher purposes; withont amendment
(Rept. No. 1667). Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union.

Mr. SINNOTT: Committee on the Public Lands. H. R.
15018, A bill validating certain applications for, and entries of
public lands; with amendment (Rept. No. 1668). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union.

Mr. FISHER: Committee on Military Affairs. H. R. 12797.
A bill to anthorize the sale of the Buckeye Target Range, Ariz.;
without amendment (Rept. No. 1669). Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the state of the Union.

Mr. PARKS: Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce. H. R. 15010. A bill granting the consent of Congress
to the highway department of Davidson County, of the State of
Tennessee, to construct a bridge across Cumberland River; with
amendment (Rept. No. 1670). Referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. PARKS: Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce, H. R. 15011. A bill granting the consent of Congress to
the Paragould-Hopkins Bridge road improvement district of
Greene County, Ark., to construct a bridge across the St
Francis River; with amendment (Rept. No, 1671). Referred to
the House Calendar,

Mr. MILLIGAN: Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce. H. R. 15012, A bill to amend the act entitled “An act
to extend the time for the completion of the municipal bridge
approaches, and extensions or additions thereto, by the city of
St. Louis, within the States of Illinois and Missouri,” approved
February 13, 1924; with amendment (Rept. No. 1672). Re-
ferred to the House Calendar.

Mr. DENISON: Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce. H. R, 15014. A bill granting the consent of Congress to
the city of Quincy, State of Illinois, its successors and assigns
to construet, maintain, and operate a bridge across the Missis-
sippi River; with amendment (Rept. No. 1673). Referred to
the House Calendar.

Mr. HUDDLESTON: Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce, H. R. 15017. A bill granting the consent of Con-
gress to the 8t. Louis-San Francisco Railway Co. to construct,
maintain, and operate a railroad bridge across the Warrior
River at or near Demopolis, Ala.; with amendment (Rept. No.
1674). Referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. PHILLIPS: Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce, H, R. 15130. A bill granting the consent of Congress to
the Tacony-Palmyra Bridge Co., its successors and assigns, to
construct, maintain, and operate a bridge across the Delaware
River; with amendment (Rept. No. 1675). Referred to the
House Calendar.

Mr, WYANT: Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce. H. R. 16282, A bill granting the consent of Congress
to the commissioners of Fayette and Washington Counties, Pa.,
to reconstruct the bridge across the Monongahela River at
Belle Vernon, Fayette County, Pa.; with amendment (Rept.
No. 1676). Referred to the House Calendar,

Mr., DENISON: Committee on Inferstate and Foreign Com-
merce. H. R. 15424, A bill to legalize a bridge across the Fox
River in Algonquin Township, McHenry County, Ill., and for
other purposes; with amendment (Rept. No. 1677)., Referred
to the House Calendar.

Mr. COOPER of Ohio: Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce, H. R. 15472, A Dhill to revive and reenact an act
entitled “An act granting the consent of Congress to the Kana-
wha Falls Bridge Co. (Inc.) to construet a bridge across the
Kanawha River at Kanawha Falls, Fayette County, W. Va.”;
with amendment (Rept. No. 1678). Referred to the House
Calendar.

Mr. PARKS: Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce. H. R. 15530. A bill to extend the time for the con-
struction of a bridge across Red River at Fulton, Ark.; with-
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out amendment (Rept. No. 1679).

Calendar.
Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota: Committee on Interstate and

Foreign Commerce. H. It. 15544. A bill granting the consent |

of Congress to the Minneapolis, Northfield & Southern Rail-
way, & corporation organized under the laws of the State of
South Dakota, to construct, maintain, and operate a railroad
bridge across the Minnesota River in the State of Minnesota ;
with amendment (Rept. No. 1680). Referred to the House
Calendar.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, public bills and resolutions
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BUTLER: A bill (H. R. 15900) to authorize altera-
tions and repairs to certain naval vessels; to the Committee
on Naval Affairs,

By Mr. JOHNSON of Texas: A bill (H. R. 15801) to amend
section 607 of the World War adjusted compensation act; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. JOHNSON of Washington: A bill (H. R. 15902) to
authorize and direct the Secretary of War te grant a per-
petual easement for public-highway purposes over and upon
a portion of Vancouver Military Reservation, in the State of
Washington ; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. THOMAS: A bill (H. R. 15903) granting to the
State of Oklahoma certain lands as is provided for in the act
of July 2, 1862, and July 23, 1866, relating to land grants made
to new States for the sapport of their educational institutions;
to the Committee on the Public Lands.

Also, a bill (H. R. 15904) to amend section 205 of the World |

War veterans' act, 1924; to the Committee on World War Vet-
erans’ Legislation.

By Mr. COLLIER: A bill (H. R. 15905) to authorize the |

Postmaster General to eancel a certain screen-wagon contract,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on the Post Office
and Post Roads.

By Mr. HAYDEN: A bill (H. R. 15906) to authorize the pur- |
chase of land for an addition to the United States Indian |

School Farm, near Phoenix, Ariz.; to the Committee on Indian
Affairs.

By Mr. McKEOWN: A bill (H. R. 15907) to provide for the |

establishment in the State of Oklahoma of a subsidiary fish-
cultural station to the Neosho, Mo,, fisheries station to be under
the direction of the Burean of Fisheries of the Department of

Commerce; to the Committee on the Merchant Marine and |

Fisheries,
By Mr. PARKER: A bill (H. R. 15908) to make a survey of

the Saratoga battle field and to provide for the compilation |

and preservation of data skowing the various positions and

movements of troops at that battle, illustrated by diagrams,

and for other purposes; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. UNDERHILL: A bill (H. R. 15900) granting author-
ity to the Secretary of Commerce to regulate radio communica-
tions; to the Committee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

By Mr. DAVILA: A bill (H. R. 15910) to amend the immi-
gration act of 1924; to the Committee on Immigration and
Naturalization,

By Mr. VAILE: A bill (H. R. 15911) authorizing the adjust-
ment of the boundaries of the Arapaho National Forest, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on the Public Lands.

By Mr. WILLIAMSON: A bill (H. R. 15912) to amend
gection 215 of the Criminal Code; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. ROMJUE: A bill (H. R, 15013) granting relief to
veterans of the World War; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. OLDFIELD: A bill (H. R. 15914) granting relief
to veterans of the World War; to the Commitfee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. WILSON of Mississippi: Joint resolution (H. J. Res.
825) proposing an amendment to the Constitution of the United
States; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. DEMPSEY : Resolution (H. Res. 359) that the bill
H. R. 11616, with the amendments of the Senate thereto, be
tuken from the Speaker’s table; to the Committee on Rules.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS
Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions
were introduced and severally referred as follows:
By Mr. BACHMANN: A bill (H. R. 15915) granting an in-
crease of pension to Mary Fry; to the Committee on Invalid

Pensions.
By Mr. BUTLER: A bill (H. R. 15016) to authorize Rear
Admiral Albert P. Niblack, United States Navy, retired, to ac-
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‘ cept certain decorations from the principality of Monaco and
! zr;;n: the Kingdom of Denmark; to the Committee on Naval
| Affairs.

By Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin: A bill (H. R. 15917) granting
| an increase of pension to Delilah R. Mann; to the Commitiee
| on Invalid Pensions.

| By Mr. DAVENPORT: A bill (H. R. 15918) granting an in-
| crease of pension to Mary Stafford; to the Commiftes on In-
| valid Pensions.

By Mr. EVANS: A bill (H. R. 15919) granting a pension to

Edward McConville ; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. FENN: A bill (H. R. 15920) granting an increase of

ipension to Anna M. Willlams; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. FOSS: A bill (H. R. 15821) granting an increase of
pension to Aurelia Gauthier; to the Commiftee on Invalid
Pensions. i

By Mr. FREDERICKES: A bill (H. R. 15022) for the relief
of Mary Gordon Rodes and Sara Louise Rodes, heirs at law
to Tyree Rodes, deceased; to the Committee on Claims,

By Mr. HAYDEN: A bill (H. R. 15923) granting an increase
of pension to Walker Aunderson ; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. HOGG: A bill (H. R. 15924) granting an increase of
pension to Magdalene Hartman; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 15925) granting an increase of pension to
Annie L. Shaffstall; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. MORTON D. HULL: A hill (H. R. 15926) granting
a pension to Elizabeth Coarding; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. KURTZ: A bill (H. R. 15927) granting an increase of
pension to Mary E. Lindley; to the Committee on Invalid
| Pensions.

By Mr. MAJOR: A bill (H. R. 15928) to authorize certain
| officers of the United States Navy to aecept from the Republic
of Peru decoration and diploma of the Order of the Sun and
from the Republic of Ecuador decoration and diploma of the
| Eistralla Abden Calderon; to the Committee on Naval Affairs.

| By Mr. MOORE of Kentucky: A bill (H. R, 15923) granting
|a pension to Rosaline Coots; to the Committee on Invalid
| Pensions.

| By Mr. MURPHY: A bill (H. R. 15030) granting an increase
of pension to Mary Nicholson; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. REECE: A bill (H. R. 15931) for the relief of John
E. Dolan: to the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

By Mr. REID of Illinois: A bill (H. R. 15932) granting a pen-
sion to Mary E. Gaines; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 15933) granting an increase of pension
to Roy E. Knight; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 15934) granting a pension to Ettie H.
Hauptman; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,
| By Mr. ROUSE: A bill (H. R. 15035) granting a pension to
| Rupert O. Smith; to the Committee on Pcnsions.
| Also, a bill (H. R. 15936) granting an increase of pension to

Ollie Rodgers; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

By Mr. ROWBOTTOM: A bill (H. R. 15937) granting an in-
| crease of pension to Sara R. Brewster; to the Committee on
| Invalid Pensions.
| Also, a bill (H. R. 15938) granting an increase of pension
| to Sarrah BE. Carrigan; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. SANDERS of Texas: A bill (H. R. 15939) for the
relief of Carl L. Estes; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. SANDLIN: A bill (H. R. 15940) granting an in-
crease of pension to Martha Bosley; to the Committee on In-
valid Pensions,

By Mr. STALKER: A bill (H. R. 15941) granting an in-
crease of pension to Sarah Evland; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. SWARTZ: A bill (H. R. 15942) for the relief of
Charles W. Buck; to the Committee on Naval Affairs,

By Mr. SWEET: A bill (I R. 15943) granting an increase
of pension to Mary M. Clobridge; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. THOMAS: A bill (H. R. 15944 granting an increase
of pension to Malissa J. McCombs; to the Commitiee on In-
valid Pensions.

By Mr. UPDIKE: A bill (H. R. 15945) for the relief of
Wellington Johnson ; to the Committee on War Claims.

By Mr. UPSHAW : A bill (H. R. 15948) to remove the charge
of desertion and grant an honorable discharge to Marion M.
Clark ; to the Committee on Military Affairs,

By Mr. VAILE: A bill (H. R. 15947) granting an increase of
pension to Anna E. Babbitt; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions,
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By Mr. WYANT: A bill (H, R. 15948) granting an increase
of pension to Ellen Harbangh; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 15940) granting an increase of pension to
Mary H. Stimel; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. YATES: A bill (H. R. 15050) granting an increase
of pension to Ellen Everts; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 15951) granting an increase of pension
to Julia B. Green; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H, R. 15952) granting an increase of pension
to Ella L. White; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 15953) granting an increase of pension to
Mary C. Baker; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. )

Also, a bill (H. R. 15954) granting an increase of pension to
Eliza A. Marks: to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 15955) granting an increase of pension to
Madora N. Kingston; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. ZIHLMAN : A bill (H. R. 15956) granting an increase
of pension to Virginia Morris; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. ABERNETHY: A bill (H. R. 15957) granting a
pension to Naney Elizabeth Paul ; to the Committee on Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 15958) grantirg a pension to Ada Daniels
Simpson; to the Committee on Pensions.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under elause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid
on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows:

4449, By Mr. ENGLEBRIGHT : Petition of California Eco-
nomic Research Council, asking for appropriation for Bureau of
Soils so as to bring work in arrears up to date; to the Commit-
tee on Appropriations.

4450. Also, petition of Mrs. M. F. Hollenbeak and 106 citizens
of the community of Fall River Mills, Calif., protesting against
the compulsory Sunday observance, as proposed in House bills
10311, 1023, 7179, and 7822; to the Committee on the District
of Columbia.

4451, Also, petition of Tmproved Order of Red Men of the
Reservation of California, condemning action of Congress on
the recent urgent deficiency appropriation act of Congress in-
cluding an item of $100,000 for the construction of a bridge
across the Colorado River at Lees Ferry, Ariz., which was to be
reimbursed out of the Navajo tribal fund; to the Committee on
Appropriations.

4452. Also, petition of board of directors of the San Francisco
Chamber of Gommerce, urging that the Swing-Johnson bill
should be passed at the present session of Congress; to the Com-
mittee on Irrigation and Reclamation. )

4453, By Mr. GALLIVAN : Petition of J. F. McEvoy, 39 Har-
vest Street, Dorchester, Mass,, urging the enactment of prompt
legislation to clear np the situation regarding radio broadcast-
ing; to the Committee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

4454, By Mr. GARDER : Petition of the American Silver Pro-
ducers’ Association, urging enactment of Senate bill 756; to the
Committee on Banking and Currency.

4455. By Mr. JOHNSON of Washington: Petition of Mrs. C.
Myers and 24 other citizens of Winlock, Wash., urging that com-
pilsory Sunday observance legislation be not passed; to the
Comiittee on the Distriet of Columbia.

4456. By Mrs. KAHN: Petition by the San Francisco Labor
Couneil, urging that all contracts calling for the expenditure of
public moneys contain a clause stipulating the employment of
Ameriean citizens in the execution thereof; to the Committee
on Labor.

4457. By Mr. MOONEY : Petition of sundry citizens of Cleve-
land, protesting House bill 10311, to secure Sunday as a day of
rest in the District of Columbia, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on the Distriet of Columbia.

4458. By Mr. O'CONNELL of New York: Petition of the
Great Lakes Harbors Association, in convention assembled at
BufTalo, N. Y., November 16 and 17, 1926, protesting against any
legislation that may sanction, or tend to sanction, the diversion
or abstraction of waters likely to lower the levels of the Great
Lakes; to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors.

4459. Also, petition of the International Association of Gar-
ment Manufacturers of New York, favoring the passage of the
Cooper bill (H. R, 86533) ; to the Committee on Labor,

4460. Also, petition of the Eastern Broom Manufacturers &
Supply Dealers Association of Pennsylvania, favoring the pas-
ﬁge of House bill 8653, the Cooper bill; to the Committee on

bor.
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4461. Also, petition of the First National Bank of Brook-
Iyn, N. Y., in favor of the McFadden bill withont the Hull
amendment; to the Committee on Banking and Currency.

4462. By Mr, SHALLENBERGER: Petition of Katherine
Hornbacher and others, requesting the defeat of House bills
10311, 10123, 7179, and 75822; to the Committee on the District
of Columbia.

4463. Also, petition of T. J. Birchall and others, requesting
Congress not to pass House bills 10311, 10123, 7179, and 7822;
to the Committee on the District of Columbia.

4464, By Mr. STRONG of Pennsylvania: Petition of citizens
of Kittanning, Pa., in favor of legislation to increase the rates
of pension for Civil War veterans and their widows; to the
Committee on Invalid Pensions.

4465. By Mr. THOMPSON : Petition of citizens of Paulding
County, Ohio, protesting against compulsory Sunday obsery-
ance; to the Committee on the District of Columbia.

4466. By Mr. TILSON: Petition of Robert W. Brown and
other residents of New Haven, Conn., urging the enactment of
legislation providing for the defense of the United States
ﬁhﬁst attack from the air; to the Commiitee on Military

S.

SENATE

Tuvrspay, January 6, 1927

The Chaplain, Rev, J. J. Muir, D. D., offered the following
prayer:

Our heavenly Father, Thou has been very graeious unto
us in Thy dealings day after day, granting unto us added
opportunities for notable service in connection with the world’s
work and with our own home life and obligations. Guide us
this day so that whatever may be done or said may be agree-
able to Thy mind and will. Lead us always. We ask in Jesus
Christ’s name. Amen,

The Chief Clerk proceeded to read the Journal of yester-
day’s proceedings when, on request of Mr. Cumris and by
unanimous consent, the forther reading was dispensed with
and the Journal was approved.

SETTLEMENT OF SHIPPING BOARD CLATMS

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communi-
cation from the chairman of the United States Shipping Board,
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report of claims arbitrated or
settled by agreement from October 16, 1925, to October 15,
1926, by the United States Shipping Board, and/or United
States Shipping Board Emergency Fleet Corporation, which,
with the aceompanying report, was referred to the Committee
on Commerce,

PEDESTAL FOR ALBERT GALLATIN STATUE

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the amend-
ments of the House of Representatives to the joint resolution
(S. J. Res. 113) authorizing the selection of a gite and the
erection of a pedestal for the Albert Gallatin statue in Wash-
ington, D, C., which were, on page 1, line 10, after the word
“ Commission,” to insert “subject to the approval of the Joint
Committee on the Library"”; and on page 2, line 1, after the
word * Commission' to insert “and by the Joint Committee
on the Library.”

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I move that the Senate concur
in the House amendments.

The motion was agreed to,

INTERIOR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATIONS

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the action of
the House of Representatives agreeing to the report of the
committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses on the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R.
14827) making appropriations for the Department of the Inte-
rior for the fiscal year ending Jume 30, 1928, and for other
purposes, and receding from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate No. 37 and concurring therein with an
amendment as follows:

In lien of the matter proposed by said amendment insert the
following :

HOWARD UNIVERSITY

Salaries: For payment in full or in part of the salaries of the offi-
cers, professors, teachers, and other regular employees of the university,
the balance to be paid from privately contributed funds, $150,000, of
which snm not less than $2,200 shall be used for normal Instruction;

General expenses: For eguipment, supplies, apparatus, furniture,
cases and shelving, stationery, ice, repairs to buildings and groumds,
aund for other necessary expenses, including $17.600 for paywent to
Freedmen's Hospital for beat and light, $68,000;
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